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Abstract . :

é .

. Report of a study of a simulated maintepance task in which

subjects worked under two different sets vf expectation. In the

¢

high job structural attribute conditiqn subjects were told that

"the maintenance task was high in responsibility, feedback, and

the opportunity to learn: new skills. 1In the low job structural

attribute condition, they were told that the task was low on these

\
v
attributes. However, subjects in both conditions completed the

v

same’ physical task during the -experimental séssion. The results

ps

’ ’ - *
indicated that those psychologically manipulated expectations of :

task stiuétural_gttributes moderated the relationships® hetween ability

measures and both quaniity,agd,quality of performance and task

1
. . o~
.

satisfaction. ; - ;
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Introduction T -

¢ L

Substantial interest and concern currently exists regardlng

. oy

the process and‘consequences of job de51gn programs in organlza-
‘tions. Early prcctltloners, following sc1ent1f;g management

(Taylor, 1911), concentrated on identifyipg the one beéf,way to
design jobs consisteht with the consﬁréiqing.physicél capacities

loﬁ the workers. 1In contrast, the human relatioLs movegent

& A
: ® . N

(Herzberg, 1966; Walker & Guest, 1952) assumed that individual
differences would not interact with task characteristics. There-
2 f .

fore, these proponents emphasized the beﬁéfits for al}l of enlarged

’

. s o . | . . . . .’
versus simplified jobs. More comprehensive job design investi- . !

4
gations have focused on outcomés resulting from’ the interaction

of tdsk characteristics and either soéiologigal group differences =

(Turner & Lawrence, 1965) or individuals' perceptions of their
R . ‘
desires for higher order need satisfaction ‘(Hackman & Lawler,

. .
>
,

1971) .

Past iﬁveétigations have typically failed to incorporgte
aqa examine a substantive fange of individual abilities ;na
personality/preference'measures as they interact with task
characﬁeristics in’producing ;rganizaéional and 'individual’
dutcdmes: ‘ Although the consequéntial interaction‘of'gubject_
and situational varidbies has" beert recognizedw(Scctt) 1967),
i}mited models,'incorporating'only sFiectedJsubse;s'of'thesé
po;ehtially relevant variables, ﬂave\typicallnggen employed.

v

Recent investigations (Rose, Fingermah, Wheaton, Eisner &
- * M w )

.
A .
- ! /




“‘\_ - s B T ’ . ,
) ﬂramerr 1974) Drov1ded ev1dence Indrcatlng thaﬁ dlfrerent ablllty -

" . «

rofiles are assocrated w1th de51rable Derrormance across. varla-'
Y4

a——
» .

tions in manipulated tas : —aCLerlst1CS. Fingerman, Eisner,
s ~ \\ -

o Te———

. * . - "’\\‘\‘ "‘
o . Rose,. Wheaton, ahd Cohen (1975) also have pund d;; eremces-in’  +  °

the abilities which relate to performance as“a function of

) - ] . . (% . " * ~

v Yarlatlons in task characterlst1c5u In explanation, Fingerman

’ - v ‘%9 ¢
- . - , PEY .
et al . . F .

(l975f have argued that variations in certain task : - ;
- oL . e . s —'.‘ ¢ A
characteristics chidnge the properties of ‘jobs' such that sub- .
. : . : # . . . *
jects alter thelr approaches. for dealing w1th those tasks.

- . v

- These task varlatlons and resultlng strategy chadges are belleved

~

to neée551tate varlatlons in ab111t1es in order to achleve
* . \:

positive prodqctive'outcomes.

N -

.
- - %~

. Controlled experimental work has also been noticeably

N

: " lacking in the job design field (Barrett, Dambrot & Smith, 1975).
L. 'The labbratory’study-described in .this report has addressed *
these past wéaknesses by . measuring. a wide range of individual

differénces for twd psychologically ménipulated job design levels.

Phe job structural variables of responsibility, feedback, and-~ .

learning new skills were selected for manipulation based on an -

. -

earlier literature 'review and "field study informationaindicating

‘

. ‘. . =N N . ™ .
their perceived- importance for maintenance task ingumbents

(Barrett, Bass, @'Cpnnor, Alexander, Forbesg & Cascio, 1975).

4

The research'has foéueed on determiningrthe individual char-
J ‘ " . y ' )
' acteristics associated with performance and work satisfaction’ )

on a task designed to be s&en ‘as low in job sStructural attributes'.,. -

by one group and the same task designed to be Qerceived as

high in job structural attributes for a second. group of. subjects.

¢

-




L4

.
.

The study examines both single and multiple associations 'of

quanfity, quality, and satisfaction with individual differences

in ability, personality and preference measures under thesge -two

manibulated job'characteristic-conditlohs} Findings "encompass
. v s
both direct relationships among individual difference and out-

——
TTT—
—— .

come variables and associafions of subject characteristics with

- -

decrements in performance over time. o '

-
-

It was expected that different combinations of individual

attributes would be predictive of verformance and satisfaction on

[

the two tasks (Barrett, Forbes, Alexander, o' Conqof & Balascoe,
1975;”?1ngerman et al., 1975; Rose et al., 1974). Further

efforts were focused on identifying profiles of individual

1 4
differences which reiated to preferences for task characteristics
and to the manner in which subjects describef the mahlpul%ted

tasks.
' Method
. . ) /
Subjects . !

The subjecte were 60 (26 male and 34 female) uhdergraduete
students from the University of Akron who volunteered to parti-

#
cipate in a psychology experlment for $2.00 per hour. Students,

»

'after respondlng to an advertisement in the school newspaper,
’ .
were divided into two experimental groups, ten males and 20

‘females in the low condition and 16 males and 14 females in

. ' ~

the high-condition. . .

Expcrimental Criterion Task .

While working on the experimental tasks, 'subjects were

$eated at one of four booths located side by side. Each booth

» . 1c .

<




- . N ) A}

-
L]

§rovided a working'surfacg—measuring 62 x 120 cm. placed 75 cm.
above the floor. Each booth was enclosed ffroﬁt ahd both sides)
Y

by wood partitions 214 cm. high with the sid® partitions ex-

+ s

+tending 60 em. back from the'ﬁorking surface, making it diffi- .

cult for any subject to determine the rate at which. ether
individuals were working. Participants were seated on sof#

swival armless chairs approximately’ 52 cm. above the floor.

¥n addition to cont¥iining the experimental materials described
H . { .
below, each work surface-.contdined a sevem-button response -

console. ) ‘ L
The experimental task cons{fted of lorating malfunctioning

.

components .(cards with an incoxrect pattern of holes in one of

.~

fifteen punched columrs) in each of a séries of ‘computer card ...
( ' . g e

“decks represenfing simulated electropics eéuipment. " Each deck

L4

consisted of 10 green "Malfunction Symptom Cards," 240 white

~ _—

"Component" cards, and 240 blue "Circuit! cards. -Eachbcard was

Y

identified by a four-column letter/puﬁber combination punched
and printed in the left-hénd columns. The~remainde£ of each
caré, al;hough punched, c?ﬁtainea no pfﬁnted information. /
Each of the green MalfunctionASymptom Cards had th;ee hoieé'
punched in each of 15 randomly chosen columnsiwhfle the1yhi£e
compénent and blue circuit cards had éwO holes and one hole
respectively punched in each of 15 randomly chosen.columnsv
For all card;, the pattern'oﬁ punches insertediin'any given *
column wére also chosen randomly. )
Twenty—seveg 490-card decks were prepared for each of the

fodr work booths béfore«éxperimental data was collected. For

S

15

‘,

(£




‘ each booth, all. these decks were identical with the ekception
of-a varying series of error cards(inserted in*each\deck: hhile

‘ ail decks contaLned,errors in faur of the 10 green cards, one

of each, six-deck sequence presented to subjects contained no

~ . .

incorrect punches in either the whit€ 6r blue sections. The
¢ . \ - R . . .
’ ‘ regaining five decks 'in each six-deck sequence contained between_
s . .
two and six error cards distributed throughout the whit® and .

<

blue sections. Randomization, within‘the secuential constraints &g

outllned above,.was emgloyed in distributing the number, of error

>

cards w1th1n each six- deck pattern.

. ’ . -

Although the whlte cards worked on in each booth differed,
- A

the variations were random. Held constant across subjects were '

the sequence of decks presented asg -determined by the number of

error cards involved, the number of. cards"per deck and the .

. »

locatlon within decks of each errot card in-~terms of its digtance

» .
N ‘

from the front of "its deck .and number of other cards requlrlng

previous attention befqre it could be located. ‘The green, ~

»

white, and blue‘sections of all decks presented to all subjects

. »

- were identical with the exception bvf the inserted series of

-

planned errors discussed above. In addltlon, the four‘310- .

- .

card olnk equipment test decks provided (one _per subject) were

similar for all subjects conta1n1ng correct plnk copies of the

‘10 green and 240 blue card section. The pink ‘test deck, however,

. .
’

0contained cards comparable only to those white components each

L —  ——

L d

su?ject needed to perform his spec{al area of maintenance work.

.

Experimental Design -

The design consisted Of two levels-of job structural

attributes.: In the low joB structural attribute condition, !
- ~
- 16
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* butes were pfesent. These manipulationsawere‘presentéd as part

»

. i . e

participantg were given a ‘task with usydholoéically manipulated
low levels of resoons¢b111ty, feedback,. and opoortunlty to

learn new- skills. In the hlgh job structurql attribute treat-
’ A
-
ment, it was suggested that substantive amounts o,.thesg attri-

«

of thé written Lask instructidﬁs (Appendix RA) reinforced by
N

meééage cards 1nserted in equlpment decks and fué;her emphasized

by written comments read by the experlmenter Gurlng tralnlég

R ]

Respon51b111ty was_manlpulated by-indicating to participants
in the low condition that they-could correct malfunctions in'only
a limited subseétion of the total equipment decks making them ’>
only partially accountable for whether malfunctlons were fully
repaired. In contrast, high condition sul jects were led to’

believe. that they were fully re§p0n51ble,for whgther malfunctions

were corrected since ‘'they had the expert%se and test équipmeht

i

needed to cope with ,any potential malfunctionsw° b

~

Feedback was manipulated by informing low attribute parti-

cipants that the extensive time reduired to test thg‘suggestéd
- C ! ’ RN .
repairs in' all equipﬁentggecks made it impossible to provide

them with feedback on their pefféfmance. High job structural

-

’ attrlbuté subjects, however, were instructed that the jobs

tﬁey examined could be tested immediately upon cdhpletion_of

maimtenance work and that they would therefore-be provided

¢

with information regarding the amount.and quality of their

perforéance relative to other subjects.




The low level of learning new skills was. induced_ by

informing student subjects that the task they were about to ..—

» . . » . . » .
perform was routine and repetitive in nature, making it im-

probable that they would learn anything that would be useful
to them in their personal lives. 1In contrast, high condition

participants were informed that the job provided a unique
opportunity to learn a valuable systematic approach to problem
solving which could pe generalized to otber.areas of their
pereonal lives.
Procedure ’ ' _
Subjects reported on three.consecutxve days  for three.

Dhases of the exoerlment - On the first day, subjects-were

given a test battery designed to measure general and specific

id 1

'abilities, as well as gersonality variables, work orientation,

motlvatlon, and preferences for job attrlbuﬁgs Specifically,-
the test battery coneistip of the Wesman Personnel Classifica-
tlon Test (Wesman, 1965), +he Group Embedded Figures Test
(Witkin, Oltman, Ragkib & karp,‘l97l), the Maudsley '‘Personality
Inventory (Knapp, 1962),‘the Hand Skills Tést (Kipnrs, 1562),
the Protestant Ethic Scale (Blood, 1969), the .Job Orientation

inventory (Blood, 1973), the Job Attitude Scale (Saleh 1964,

P
1971), the Orientation Inventory (Bass, 1967),:the Survey of:

Work Values (Wollack, Goodalé, Wijting & Smith, 1971),. the

" Picture Arrangement Test (Tompkins & Miner, 1957), and a

. Y . .
Bid%taphical Information Blank and Future Autobiography

described in Barrett, Bass, O'Connor, Alexander, Forbes, and

Cascio (1975).




On the second day, subjects were given the Rod and Frame

Test (Witkin, Lewis, Hertzman,.Machpvér( Yeissner & Wapner,

N

1954) and thegAtﬁribute Preference Scale, a measure of pref-

-

. B erence forxjéb'st;uctural attribttes (Barrett, Bass, O'Connor,

’,

Rlexander, Forbes & Cascio, 1975). They were then seated at

their booths and given the instructions fé6r the maintenance
“.‘ , -
ﬂtgsk. ’ |
‘Asifnitiél'training, subjecfs read a l6-page Task Procedure
. . ' .
Booklet which contained all information necessary to complete
. \ .
. the task, along with introductory.and concluding sections pre- "’

sénting the péycholqgical manipulation of responsibility, feed-

14

back, and learning @ew skills. >

E,Book;ets, participants

worhed their way thﬁough twovtypical example Bobs under{ the

.

. X °
. After reading the Task Procedur

guidance of the experimenter. The written instfuctions,read
.aloud By the experiménter during this part. of the training
“session contained restatéments of the critical information

needed by the participants to complete the tasks as well as

-

ieinforbéd emphasis of the manipulations employed. Following

the approach suggegﬁed‘by Aronson and” Carlsmith (1968), thg‘ . ,
’ : ! . v -
exper imenter attemﬁéed to insure that the:participants possessed
. . . :
at least the minimum understanding of the instructions needed

o -~ -

to complete work on :the jobs presented. - When necessary, special

instructions or demopstrations were provided sin an attempt to

achieve this needed minimum’ level of competence. ) ’ -
. . J

, The actual experimental task was. run on the ‘third day,.
. . . “

Participants were seated at their booths and given a four-minute *




v

version of fhe Hgnd Skills Test (Kipnis,:l§62). They then were

asked to review the task instructions and remove their Qétches

LN

while workirg on the task.

dufinyg the three-hour experimental session, participants

worked at their.bwn'chosen pace while searching for malfunctions y

in the simulatéd glectronics equipment represented by_cémpdter

c&&d decks. The experimenter's task inclﬁded maintaining a

backlog of between one and three jobs to be worked on for each ;

subject. ’ . v e
| Detection of malfunctiogs in eguipment decks regquired ‘7,(ﬁ»"“ﬂ—fy;i

adherence "to the multistagé procedursg described in the task - .

procedure instructions. Errors detected were rgcordéd by the r

participants on "Droblems Detected Shgefs" kAppendix E). The

rate at which participants worked was also recorded throughoute«

the thrée-hquf sessions. Participants provided this information - .

- N

by pressing button 1 on their response button console when they
rd

began each job and button 7 when they finished each job. The

resulting information was preserved on a Lafayette Recorder

.
.
- -

(Model 76103) for later analysis.

Magnitude estimations of the amount of time spert wbrking
< . .

-

on indiv}dgél jobs were collected during the fifth,’ninth,

3

Ehirteeﬁéhf)and niheteenth jobs. Subjects were sfopped six .
minutes/ Jio minutes;'four minutes, and f;ve minutes into the
four r#spective jobs. A value of 10 was assigned to the four
minuteg they had spent working on the Hand Skills Test‘at the

beginfling of the session, and the participants were asked to

assign a relatjve value to the' time they felt they had spent

-

worki g on the curgent job.

|
i -
'
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Following completion of the maintenance task, the following
measures of job perception and satisfaction were taken: the
Work Scale of the Job Descriptive Index (Smith, Kendall & Hulin,

1969) ,» the Work Itself/Work Environment Questionnaire (Cascio,

v

1973), and the Attribute Description’ Scale, developed for this
- _ \ )
research (Barrett, Bass, 0'Connor, Alexandexr, ForBes & Cascio, .

1975) . Subjects in the low condition were given no infogmation'
regarding performance. Those in the high condition were told.
that their performance was very good,, above average, or dverage

for both guantity and quality separate}y. This was- done ‘after -
all post-experimental measureS‘had.peeﬂ\taken:
‘Results
Table 1 shows the comparison of performance measures for
the low job structural attribute condition and the high job
structﬁral attribute condition.. The only difference apéroaching

! significance was the average time between jobs with paiticipants
in the high condition taking less time. ' . )

- -

Manipulation checks are shown in Tables 2 and 3. For the

. > ) ‘
Work Itself/Work Environment Questionnaire, shown in Table 2,
\-—— < . . 5 i ; .
both the feedback and learning new skills . attributes were

’ : .
perceived to be significantly higher, as eQRgcted, in the

E

K ) \' . » .
high job structural attribute condition.  In addition; the
sum of the three manipulated attributes was significantly

higher_in the high condition.

»

o~
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¥ Table T E L -
Cbmparison of Cyiterié Me;surés'by Conditio;\a '
) . . . ) Standérd ' .\
, Criteria “ \ Mean Deviatidn t
Number. of jobs‘Completed
High Condition 14.87 3.01 _—
Low Conditién | . 1433 - 3.9 o |
Ayerage_T%me Per Job (seconds) - '
. High -Condition 683.90 134.85 . @ y
Low Condition ' 729.67 194.83 +06 .‘ .
Average Time BeEweeA Jobs (seconds)
High Condition . . 14.39 6.67 T ’
N . . ' 1.97 .+
Low Condition ] 18.77 10.16 ’
Work Satisfaction -
High Condition 12.93 7:58
“ Low Condition ‘ 12.97 8.90° 02
Errors Correctly Detected? . ‘ . )
Xﬂigh Condition , 4.03 .04 :
" *Low Condition - 14.10 .84 2
. . . ,
a _ _ .

n = 30 for each group.

b Number o% errors detected 5% a function of number of

. 14 : .
errors available for detection. //’ 2
. '7~‘““‘*-£-\‘,4__ e T
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Table 2 . P ’

Desériptions on Work Itself/Work Environment by Condition#&
+ ‘ -

.
‘
. 4 7
. . .

- Low Condition. High Gondition
. l Standard Standard
Described: . Mean Deviation Mean Deviation t
\
Respons}bility . 2.78 1.02 2.60 ° 1.24 .62
L4 2 .
Feedback -~ 1.06 2.55 1.30 2.50%*
Learning ‘New SkilNs 1.37 .51, .80 ‘1.0l 2.11%
Sum of 2.07 /  6.99 2.58 1.68%
Responsibility, . 7 i
Feedback, .and
*  Learning New Skills - - ' .
AN
) !
a n = 30 for each group.

* p<.05 (one-tailed test).

** p< .01 }one-ta;l test). -

¢ . - .
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Table 3
. ‘Descriptions on Attribute Description Scale by Condition?
'
Low Condition ' High Condition
i * Standard Standard °
. Described: Mean Deviatign Mean : Deviation t
Responsibility 30.27 13.65 36.67 10.39 2.04%
Feedback 25.13 . 9.79 29.47 8.93 . 1.79%
Learning New Skills 18.83 .10.1§ '23.20 ° 17.40 1.19
Sum of - . 74.23 27.79 . 89. 34 27.75 2.11*
’ Responsibility, ) ' )
Feedback, and .
Learning New Skills

%“g = 30 for each group.

* p<.05 (one-tailed tgst).

]




.

Comparable diata, is shown in Table 3 for the Attribute
.Description Scal }‘Endicating that responsibility, feedback, - .

and the sum of the attributes were perceivgd'to‘be signifi-’

cantly higher in the high condition. A comparison bf Tables 2

rd

and 3 indicates that these two instruments were differentially

sensitive to the manipdlaped attributes.

The summary of’ the analysis of variance for the criterion
~measure of average time between jobs is presented in Table 4.
.A significant difference in time beEweenhjobs'S shown as é
‘funct;on of time on thé task. Examination of mean data reveals
a curviliﬁearApafié?n in which:pafticipants tend‘to}épend less
; time ‘between jobs during the first‘and third  hours.
A summary of aﬁ;iysis of variancé for the number of jobs ) :

3

completed is shown in Table 5. Again, there was no §ignificéht

4

differédnce between conditions, but the difference for hours ~

was significant.” Results indicate a tendency for the partibi—la

2, - 5 N . ~
"», pants to complete fewer jobs during the third hour. .
. * ] /
No significant differences were found.in average timé per , .

job or errors co‘;ectly identjfied as a function of conditions,

? . . -

v . B P

hours, or condition by hours interactions.

The intercorrelations among the ‘dependent measures are

shown in Appendix C.  As expected, the number of jobs cqﬁﬁletga -

was highly related to the average time taken per job.' . .

i




S R ) |
P ad o P ' w
' \) - T& t |
< » ) : * ) ls ’
. R
. i . B N .
" «Analysis of Variance for 'Average Timé-Between Jobs L ‘ <
- a I By Condition”and\By-Hoﬁf . . -
: s . s -
Source of Variation . df ss ~— MS F

. Total ' | 199 23880.303 - \

Betwéen Subjects (S) =~ - 59 14095.139
Treatment Condition (C) 1 ¢ 896.459 896,459,  3.94 °

S within ¢~ 58 13198.680 227.563

Within Subjects - .©. 120 . 9785.164

Holrs' (H) - .2 . 504.795  252.398  3.30% °
C xH ‘ Y2 v -399,045 199.523 2.61 .
S.x HwithinCc. > ' 116 8881.324 76.563 o
1 N * s, ' ) rd -
Pv/\ Y 4 M
; ) . - P
/" . ..
* p<.05. ) ) 2 .
i
" . ‘ .
t
. - i’" s "
/. - N ,
y /'s ) ., “
- 290 * .
’ ¢
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- )
»” Table 5
Analysis of Variagée for the Number-of Joblebmpleted :‘ -
o 'B(y Condition- and By Hour _ o0
" Source 6f Variation df gs .- "MS F°
Total ' 179 -, -4332.698
-~
Between Subjects. (S) 59 3308.766
Treatment Cohdition (G) 1 22.756 22.756 .40 ‘
S within C ., 58 3286.010 56.655
2 . 1
Within S . 120 1023.932
. ‘5‘ . ’ .
"Hours (H) . 2 66.133 33.067 4.05%*
. ) - . - > ..
C x H . 2 11.379 5.689 .?0
S x H within C <116 " 946,420 8.159
* &‘ "
. ' - {
.* p< .05, .
‘ 5 ) .
) LI /- ® -
A P .
‘ ) - .
. . o \
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Relationship Between Predictors and Performance Measures by

-

:Condition ’ - ¢

The assotiations among intellectual ahility and total .

number of jbbs completed are shown in Table 6. Slgnlflcant

s ¥ -

*e]atlonshlos are found only in the low job structural attribute

"- : a ‘

‘Gondltlon w1th those. individuals scoring higher on both the

verbal .ang numerlcal portlons of *the Wesman completlng more po _
jobs. Ac shown in Table 6, the relatlonshlps are falrly sub-

stantial. 1In particular, assoc1atlons with the numer%cal score
—— )

are consistantly above .5. )

- 4 . 7 N

B Measures' of 'cognitive style were also highly related to

.

the number of‘jobs completed as shown ig Table 7. Thornton and

v.. ', Richards*{1969) have demonstrated that tests scored in terms of
items correct per unit time necessitate a reciprocal“t;ansfgrma— e

»

tion to corrlct for inherent curvilinearity. This appropriate'

inverse transformation was applied te the Group Embedded Figures

, ! ks
Test scores. The résults in Table 7 are interesting in terms’

.

of relatlonshlp reversals as a function of manlpulated task

condltlons. For the Rod and-Frame Test, there was ‘a negatlve

relatlonshlp between total number of jObS completed and cogni-
tive style for the low condition. This.indicated,ras would be_
expected, that_thoseipepple-who were most field-dependent

. completed the fewesf number of jobs. For Grodg Embedded *

Figures Test scoresy similar eignifgbent, substantial negative

= . B +

relationshibs were found in the low condition, The interesting

1

and surprlslng finding; deplcted is- that the relatlonshlps are

/ - - ~
the reverse in the hlgﬁxcondltmon. The relatlonshlp was positive
’

Y
.

. N . . 1>
_ &

(&Y
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Table 6, . - C ‘
Correlations of General Intellectual Ability (Wesman) . A

+ "With Number of Jobs‘Completed by Condition? and by Hour

Wesman . Total
Personnel Number " Jobs Jobs Jobs
Classification of Jobs Completed Completed Completed
Test . Completed (Hour One) (Hour Two) (Hour Threef R
— - -
‘ Verbal . . {
High Condition .10 -.02 .23 . .04
Lo Condition .42+ .37+ 37% . L40%
Numerical l t
High Condition .20 .22 ' .28 \ .07
Low Condition L60*** LSEREE L56*k* .51*%*
Total Score ¢
» High Condition .17 .09 ) .29 . .06
"Low Condition .55%*% . 50%* .50%* L 50%*

a n = 30 for each group.

* p< .05.

** p<&, 0L, | ' '

** p<.001. S ' ' -
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T Table 7 .
1 i Correlations‘of Cognitive Style Mkasures with
* Number of JaBE/Completed By Condition? and by Hour "
! e
. : . Total " . . ‘
‘Cogniitive | - Number Jobs ~Jobs Jobs
Style ‘of Jobs Completed Completed Completed - - .
Measure: . . Completed (Hour One) (Hour Two)(Hour-?hree)
i ! . . . 4
v Rod-and-Fréme.Testb ' . /
High Condition .13 -.18 C 17 .25
. + - +
- . Low Condition -.,40* -.38% -.38* -.34
Embedded FiguresP *
Test (reciprocal) . .
’ High Condition .47%* . .28 .34 . .5e%*%
e 4 # ? # . .
. Low Condition -.52** -.54%% 7,4 * -, 42%
/( - )
. a n = 30 for each group. * )

b Low score more field independent
’ \
Correlation coefficients significantly different from zero: -

* p<.05.
** p« .01, ‘ )
'.*** 24-001«0
: . Correlation-coefficients significantl§ different from each
.~ othgr for the tw; conditions:

' +.p<.03.
# p< .0L.

’

$ p<.00l. ' -

-
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between cognitive, gtyle and number of jobs completed. This
indicated that in the high conaition, the field-dependent peonle

completed more jobs than'the field-independent individuals.

- N .
.

B ) L P
~ This finding is a reversal of expectationgzbased on the abilities

*

required to do the job and the obtained results found in the

low condition. As shown in Table 7, several significant dif- ~

ferences in correlation coefficients’ are apparent based on-a

L3

comparison of\thé two treatments. . X
The relationship of the biographical information with the

number of jobs completed was generally significant only for the

career motivation scale in the low condition. Those with the .

higher'career motivation completed fewer jobs (Table 8). ' 1
When the Oriéntation Inventory is considered, a signiflcang ’

negative relatlonshlp is _apparent between self-orlentatlon and

‘the number of jObS completed, 1ndlcat1ng that the higheér the ’

- self—orlentatlon, the fewer number of jobs COmpleted in the

"low condition only (Table 9)

’

~

-~

Table 10 ehowé the relationships among the;Job Orieptation

Inventory scales and the number of jobe completed in

conditions. Achievement (poéﬁtive) and re:oin;t

\\ appear to be good predictors for the low condifion, while pay

~ '
orientation is negatively related to produc

n (negative)

ivity in the high /

L

condition. ‘ -

P -

The relatlonshlpj/among the Picture Arrangement Test
: scales and the number of jobs completed are shown in Table 1.

In the lqw condition, those‘ylth the hlghest~;o;;~;azl3?€“f -

'scores tended to‘complete_the lardestpnumber of jobs. .

L3

-~

Q. - . N ) | " /.’,
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Table 8
relations of Biographical Information
r of Jobs Completed by Condition? and by Hour
. Total .
Number Jobs -Jobs Jobs
of Jobs Completed Completed Completed

Completed (Hour One) (Hour Two) (Hour Three)

. .

" * » »
Career Motivatio

3 )

n . . )

High Condition .02 -.07 .. -.14 227

Low Condition.  -.40* ~.45% .08 ~.46xx
Personal Relations . \ ” - ,

High Condition .13 . .10 T s .18

Low Condition .08 15 13 -.06
Personal Efforé '

High Condition -.16 ;.17' .19 -.08

Low Condition -.05 -.02 o4 - -.14
Self-Confidence ‘

High Condition .01 © .05 ¢ o1 -3
Low Condition .01 . .01 07 =,04"
L | ‘ ~
) 1 @ n = 30 for each group. v .

* p«.0s. ' , '
** p<L£.01.
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Orientation
Inventory
* Scale:

Ta

-

Total
Number
of Jobs

Completed (Hour One)

ble 9

Jobs

.

Jobs

Correlations of Orientation Inventory with

.Number. of Jobs Compléted by Conditigﬁa and by -Hour

Jobs

Completed Completed Completed

(Hour Two) (Hour Three)

Self-Orientation
High Condition

Low Condition

-.11

~-,51%x

Other-Person Oriented

High Condition

Low Fondition
Task-Oriented

High Condition

Low Condition

.14
i

.39%
‘A

.0
Y
.10

<

.07

-,51*x%

.09

.37*

.13

e

AL

-.39*

.18

- .35

.16
.02

@ n = 30 for Bach group.

* p<& .05,

* % Bé.pl.

L 4

~
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Table 10 .
) Qorrelation of Job Ofﬁentation Inventory Scales with )
Number of Jobs éompleted by Condition? and by Hour o
T. ‘é . 'Tota.\'l : ‘ :
Job Oriientation Number Jobs Jobs Jobs
Inventory of Jobs Completed Completed Completed .
Scale: Completed (Hour One) (Hour Two) (Hour Three)
Achievement . H
High Condition .18 .11 .03 .31
Low Condition S36* L41x .27 L .27
Responsibility .
High Condition .14 05 | .16 .14 '
Low Condition -.01 -.13 . }10 .04
‘ Growth T A . . !
High Condition =-.03 - -.24 .03 06 o
Low Condition .18 07 19 .26 ’
Recognition  ~ . a ; .
High Condition =-.07 .00 -.05 0—.10
Low Condition -.42% ‘ -.3?*'> -.39* .  -,37%
Status ’
. High Condition -.04 L -.17 = -.04 .04
Low Condition =.03  |-.0S -.15 .10
Interpersonal Relations
- High Conditioﬁ .00 14 -~ =.02 -.06
Low Condition  -.27 132 -.14 -.33 )

v

I3
¥]
w
»N‘.. .
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" Table 10 L
- q . *(Continued) ’/M
. ’ Total / ‘.
Job Orientation Number - Jobs » Jobs . Jobs
. Inventory of Jobs Completed Completed Completed’
Scale: Complétedﬁ(Hour One) (Hour Two) (Hour Three)
Pay
/7 . . : . . :
. High Condition - 50%* -.41% -.41% —.48%%
Low Condition _ -, 06 .05 -.21 - -.05 .
. Job Security ; T e
High' Condition =06 .- -.17 -1 N
Low Condition .32 33 .19
L] /——\‘.. 3
. Family ./ '
F : \~ ' 2 "
* High Condition - .26\' .34 16" .21
. | 4
| o, ' \
Low Condition .02 .16 .02 " -.1le6
. ’ " "
Hobhies . . a . R N . .
) High Condition o8 © .00 24 . =020 v
« : / Lo A N (4
Low Condition - 17 -.32 -.11 .02
R N ) , K4 \ ——
. - ' ’; ! : PPN >
@8 n = 30 for each group. Lo e \\\\
* p< .05, - ) :
** pe .01, /¢ ' . .
4 > )




P ‘ Table 11
Correlations of Picture Arrangement Test Scales

With Number of Jobs Completed by Condition? and by Hour

¢ :
? Total : . \

" Picture . Number Jobs . Jobs Jobél i
Arrangement - of Jobs Completed Completed . Completed
Test Scale: Completed ‘(Hour One) (Hour Two) (Hour Three)
bependence p
High Condition -.36 -.27 -.37% . -.29
Low Cpndition w-12 :17 -.01 .14
_Sociophilia ’
High Condition .07 .05 17 o 1.03
Low Condition  -—.26 -.26 -.32 -.13

Self-Confidence

Higﬁ Condition -OQ‘ -o=.12 .02 :05
Low Condition .26 .23 .20 .26
Héppiness R
High Condition =-08 -.09 .04 - - -.14
Low Condition - -.15 -.11 ' -.04 4,23

Low Aagression
High Condition .17 . .25 < .09- i .15

Low Condition .08 .05 .03 B Y-

Work Failure

High Condjtion -.17 .02, -.24 -.14
Low Cofditidn 42 .42% . 48%* .25,
Neéative Work Attitude , <
_ > P
High comdition- -.04 .-.23 . -.03 07
* Low Condition  -.30 -.36 -.29 -, 14
./r’ - . . ‘ ‘v ‘
7 . % n =28 for each group. ' '
.;“ * p<.05. o ,~ x}y

#%,p< 01, . - 3¢ ' ’

*
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As would be predicted, when the average time per job.was

correlated with the measure of general iptellectual functioning, R

-

- it was found that those scoring higher .on the Wesman took less

time per job in the low conditioh (Table 12). This finding

t

' did not hold in the hfgh condition as would be expected based

on Table 6. - ' Lo ., .

iable 13 shows data very similar to that found in Table 7.
Again, a reversal is évidgnt across the two conditions when
the Embedded Figures'Test is used as a predictor of performance.

For the Rod-and-Frame Test, as would be expected in the low
condition, the more field-dependent people took longer per

-
.

' job, butaho relationship was found in the high'condition. As

would bé/;xpgpted, Embedded Figures Test field-independence 7
P
was associated with shorter'aver?zf time per job outcomes in

N the low condition. For example, .68 relationship is shown

St N ”
oY " vz

. for inversé scores apd total average time per job. When )
one considers thé kigh job structural condition, though’ a
. . ~ »

raversal is evident in the -.39 correlation'between these
(4]

varl\bles,tindicating that the field-dépendent péople are . .

~

taking less time to complete the jJobs: For the Embedded

e

H

" Figures Test inverse scores,,a comparison of the correlation

coefficients for-the high and low conditions reveals signifi-

cant differences between them ?t the 641 level. - - . -~
: . - . -~ 8/’ ‘ .
Average time per job, when related to biographical inférma-

_\Fron, was again associateq/with'ihe career Totivation ccale in
Pl A 4 - ' N

" the Lov'péndition, as shown in Table 14. The other scales were

T T e

'

not predictive of ‘this outcome variablé, . ,
v " 4 - . - M i




. Table 12

Correlations offGeneral Intellectual Ability (Wesman) with

Average Time Per \Job by Condition? and by Hour

.

Wesman Average Average Average Average
Personnel ) Time Time Time ! Time .
Classificationr Per Job Per Job Per Job Per Job '
Test: .(Total) (Hour One) (Hour Two) (Hour Thread)
Verbal . o T x

High Condition -.12 .23 . -.36 -2l

Low Condition  -,56%** - gl*** - 47%%*  _ 4¢%
- Numerical .

High Condition -.28 -.06 -.39% - -.31

Low Condition, - gg*** - . G5**% — . 49%% L 61REx

* . l( .

Total Score .
s ¥

High Condition -. 21 | 12 -.43% -.29 "
Low Conflition’ __67*;L -, 70 *% - _54%% - . 58%%%
a
n.= 30 for.each group.

. * % B(.Ol. '.\/

*%% p <, 001.
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T W
, .
- : ' Table 13 :
. S o /.
Correlations of Cognitive Style Measures with i
Average Timé Per Job by CQnditiona and by Hour '~l
/ Average Average ' Average Average
Cognitive Time- T ime Time Time ..
Style . Per Job Per Job Per Job Per Job
Measure & " (Total) (Hour Orne) (Hour Two) (Hour Three)
\ 2, ! ‘ - . . -
» _ - )
Rod~-and-Frame Test , ’ o
High Condition 01 .29 -.08 -.08
~, A+ : +
Low Condigion LS5 *x* .51%* .50%* .41*
Embedded Figures . E
Test (reciprocal) /// ’
’/ // : ‘ . ‘ i .
* High€onditiod _ -.39% -.25 ~.26 -.42% \
’ :/ § - 7. , # L
Low Condition - .68xx%x | ]5kk% . 59K %% .53%x%
a n = 30 for each group: . T s ‘
- , Correlation coefflclents 51gn1f1cantly dlfferent from
".zebo .
* 84.05- - . . - ' :
** p<iOl. E _ ‘ ’ y
***p_<001 S o , S

’ ~

Correlatlon coeff1c1ents 51gnlflcantly dlf erent £r®m. 1

%

each other for the two conditions:

. 5 e ¢ ) LT ' i - N , ’ N
* p<£.05.., .@: R .
4 px.ol. e ~ -
' ) a : . X
# EC‘OOl. R : . -
. . [ . %

8
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. LN - Table 14 . - '
. Correlations of Biographical Information with ;/
! + Avgrage Time Per Job by QOnditior§<\nd by Hour
. Avérége Average Average Averagé
Biographical ' - Time Time Time Time - ) ‘ »
Inventory Per Job  Per Job  Per Job Per Job, ‘
Scale: (Total) N (Hour One) (Hour Two) (Hour Three)
‘ N ] A Q )
. . '::_, 7 N , i .
Career M:ti/vlj.j,an . _ '
. High Céndition .01 ~ . .11 © 15 -.18- . "
Low Condition .44%* . .40% .26 .48**
1 . 1 -
Personal Relations > . ‘ .
High' Condition -.14 -.20 - .06, . _ -.23 . -
. . . . . Vo — .
Low Condition -.01 ©-.077  -.02 o 11 _ :
Personal Effort . roet / - - /
« . . ’ ' .. — . ) /_ . . '\ . 4
High Conditi"on- \ly ) .36 ¢ 07 .09 . .
. : . o . . 3
Low Condition .09 .13 " .06 - .05 '
Seif-‘Confidence : '
High Condition -.04 ¢ --*,.09 7 -.03 .03«
Low-Condition .02 = " .08 -.05 =+ , .05 ’
" "
a n = 30 for each group. o “ - ' B o
* E< 05. ) ’ a1 v
** p<.0l ’/ ’ ,
\\
. Y N .
Al ‘J ,g ‘ ' ’
, : p
- -4




In Table 13, the relationshlps are 'shown between the., . -

Orlentation Inventory sCales and average time per Job In

S >
4 -

the low conoitibn, there is a pos1tive‘smgnificant re}ation- .

ship -for self-orientation and average time per job, indicating . .

. . . X
that those showing higher self-orientation take longer per job.
No relationshio is evident'in the high'condition. Slgn;ficant L,

differences in correlations typically exist in self- orientatlon ' g’
. . . ; ~ ’
predictions across conditions. . .

<

The results shown in Table 16, relatinq'the Job Orientation

Inventory and average time per jéb,:show that the-predictions

‘ -

are highly specific in terms of both the scales and manipulated
Y ~ » s ) I ; .

treatrents involved. Achievement and recognition'orientation

pred.ct performance 1n the low condition but not' the hlgh

condition, while pay predicts performance in the high condition®

but not in the low condition¢ ‘

.

¢ ——

Table 17 presents the relationships among the scales of\\;_

- -

the Wesman and ertors correctly identified. Consistent positive . .

s
i

‘correlations in the high condition indicate that those scoring
highest on the Wesman typlcally produce the highesthuallty

work by correctly detecting the largest number of e}rors ¥o

i

significant assoc1ations are ev1dent in the low'condition.

. These results prédicting ouality in ‘the high con 'tion.onfy .

» -

provide an.intefesting contrast with*earlier findings (Tables o -

/ - <

6 and 12) ‘where the Wesman related to quantity of output only L.

' N

[y

.

in the low:condatlon. . : 2 - y




. Table 15 . .

-

Correlations of Orienta&ion Inventory with

Average Time Per Job®by Condition® and by Hour

R -
[} [y

_ Average Average Average Average
Orientation - Time’ Time Time Time-
Inventory Per Job Per Job Per Job Per Job
& * Scale: (Total) (Hour One) (Hour Two) (Hour. Three)
) Self-Orientation ‘ <§
-High Condition .05 06 -.12 s :
Low Condition .54'**‘ 6.57*** L42% .43*
Other-Person Oriented . . o,
’ High' Condition -.11 ° -.13 .10 -.23
Low Condition -, 39* -.31 -.30 -.45% -
fask Orientged
. f High Candition -.04 ;.Ol'_f{ --.08 . -.01
Low Condition -.,14 _-.22 | L.l6 .04
@ n = 30 in each group.
‘ * B<Z.05. . : -
, ** p< .01, : : | .
Tk Bé.OOl. - )
( ‘ .

N
aty
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) Table 16 -
Correlation of Job Orientation Inventoiy Scales with
Average Time.Per Job by Condition? and by Hour
N -
Job Average Average Average Average
.Orientation Time Time Time Time
Inventorv Per .Job Per Job Per Job Per Job
Scale: (Total) (Hour One) (Hour Twe) (Hour Three)
Achievement °

High Condition
Low_Condition

Responsibility

High Condition.

‘Low Condition
" Growth

-High Condition

Low-Céndition

Recognition

High Condition

Low Condition’

Status

-~ High Condition

Low Condition

i

fnterpérsonal Relations

-.12

.40 %

.16

.03

.11

.20

.01

ATE%

.06
.09,

High Condition,-.0l1

Low Condition

.18

(V)

B

.14

.43%

.04

. 20

.37%

.19

.07,

L38% .

.04

-,02

.51*=*

.12

.32 .

.13

.10 -

.06

.20

.05 -

.44=*
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. |
) Table 16
. ‘ e
(Continued) - ’
Job o Average Average Average Average
Orientation" Time Time Time Time
Inventory ; Per Job Per Job Per Job Per Job
‘Scale: (Total) (Hour One) (Hour Two) (Hour Three)
Pay.
Hignh Condition .47** - .44% .36* .40* ) -
Low'Condition -.04 - -.05 .14 ) - .11
Job Sécurity
High Condition .06 -.05 .04 o1l
Low Condition ~
Family ]
High Condition -.29 .  =-.32 -.12 -.26
- » a
Low Conditjon .00 -.02 .03 .04
Hobbies L
. High Condition -.06 _ .03 -.25 .08 ' .
Low Condition .15 .19 .11 .05 o .
! 1
a 2 13
n = 30 for each group.
*p<.05. : : S B
‘*F E<:-01n ~ , ) ﬂ
? ey
' - - .‘
4 ) \\_ T ) ’
" . ‘ 3 v
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Table 17 ‘\

‘ ! %
Correlations of General Intellectual Ability (Wesman) with

Errors Correctly'Identified by Condition@ and -by Hour .

Wesman Errors Errors - Erfors Exrrors
Personnel Correctly, Correctly ‘Correctly Correctly
Classification Identified Identified Identified Identified

Test: {Total) (Hour One) (Hour Two) (Hour Thfge)
- . .
Verbal o . .6
High Condition .42%* .43%* ~45% -.02
+
Low Condition .15 -.20 - .28 ' .31
Numerical - . Vo
~ L‘ .‘ . k4
High Condition .44*% L41% .50%* .01 ‘
Low Condition .04 -.06 - .15, .20:
\ Total Score .
.4 v
High Condition .49*¥* .49%% .55%* -.01 : .
. + - ’ )
Low Condition °.12 - -.16 .26 .30 ' )
k) ’ ’ .Jr
1
v
% a‘9 “ . 4" 2 - ¢
. - n = 30 for each group. .
, ‘. * 24-05" . : . ‘ , ' s
Q. B * %k E< .O‘i. j - ] 'e : ) . ' G &£ :

¥ ‘S

. : ‘ - x“ L]
+ Correlation coefficients significantly different from each

other for the two conditions (p<.05).

. o «
t - .

..
’ ~ R ]
. -

»~
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‘'shown previously in Table 18. The low condition negative

Déscripfion of Job Structural Attributes Related to Other Data

. describing the job as having the greatest feedback tended to

thlrd heur, these p051t1ve correlatzbns were s;gnlflcantly

L]
[N

H

4 .

»

Preference for Job Structural Attributes Related to Performance

" As shown in Table 18, b051t1ve relationshlps ex1st in the A

low condition between preference for learning new'skllls‘and .

number of jobs completed. 1In this condition, individuals

EXpressing the highest preferenee for learning new skills also

tended to do the largest number of jobs.

The findings presented in Table 19 are similar to those ,

rd

correlations between learning new skills and average time per .

<

Job indicate that those with the highest preferences tend to

complete jobs most rapidly.

\ 4

0

Table 20 displays the relationships between average-time-
per—job measures and the way individuals described the experi-
mental tasks they had werked on in terms of job structural-

LS )
attributes. 1In the low condition (no feedback prqovided), those*

take 1onger on each job. For total jobs-andﬁwork during the

< .
.

dlfferent than the re%atlonshlps found in the hlgh job structural

L4

v
. .
. .

attribute condltlon.

In the hlgh condltlon, 51gn1f&cant positive correlations *l

A

exist between work satisfaction (Table 21) and the amoupt of ) .

learning new skills and total job strugtural attributes sub- | |
jects describe as present in the experimental tasks. Those
who describe the task they have completed as having.more of

wde
these attribytes. are the same individuals'who indicate that

1

- /
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» Table 18 .

A R ) !
Correlations of Attribute Preference Scale with

Number of Jobé)Completed by Condition% and by Hour

. N {, -
. ?
. Total “ T
Attribute Number _Jobs Jobs Jobs
Preference of Jobs Completed Completed Completed
Scale: Completed (Hour One) (Hour Two) (Hour Three)
Responsibility !
High Condition .12 . .04 + .09 .16
Low Condition -.01 .05 -.07 -.03
Learning New .Skills N '
.o i _
High Condition i v18 - .23 .21 .08
Low Condition ;' 438% 38% L .40% .27
Feedback
"High Condition - | -.17 .01 - =21 -.20
Low Condition -.12 -0 -.04 -.22
.
a /'I
n = 30 for each group. .
’ }
* p£ .05
4 ) N r
W )
P
B ’ ‘
Lot
»
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) _ Table 19
- v s/ . v '.
Correlations of Attribute Preference Scale with
Avergge Time Per Job by €ondition? and by Hour
Average 6K Average Average -Average Average
Attribute Time Time Time Time Time
Preference Per Job Per Job  Per Job Per Job .- Per Job
Scale: (Total) (Hour One) (Hour Two) (Hour. Three) (First 8 Jobs)
Responsibility
High Condition -.04 .03 .02 -.09 .00
Low Condition .01 .07 11 -.12 .00
Learning New Skills
]
High Condition -.,24 . -.24 ' -.20 -.15 -.29
Low Condition -.49** -.56%*% ~.,45% - ~-.36 ~.49%*
. o . ) ’
Feedback ] . .
High Condition 14 © .15 .08 .12 - -12
Low Condition .07 -.08 . X6 .13 .'03
a n = 30 for edch group. L S
* p<L£.05.
*% .01. B
p< . .
- ~
**x* p<.001. )
(€ g
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Table 20

Correlations of A@tributerQescription'Scale with . .
) . Average Time Per Job'by=Conditi9na and by Hour

PN

- te . -
Average Average Average Average Tk .
Attribute " Time | Time Time Time . :
Description Per Job Per Job Per Job Per Job
Scale: (Potal) (Hour One) (Hour Two) (Hour Three)
Responsibility
High Condition -.31 -.21 -.19 -.38%
Low Condition © .30 .32 .24 .32
Learning New Skills ’
High Condition -.14 -.12 .06 . -.24
Low Condition .20 .19 .20 17
Feedback ) ’
, High ‘Condition -.13 | -.02 -.05 -.25
) . : b + ” #
Low Condition L 44% .36* V.33 . 54%%
- . ) ~ . - 3
Total ' <
— ’ . N
\_~-High Condition .  -.24 -.16 =~ 72,05 -.37%: )
. : : o + .
Low Condition .30 .29 00 .26 ©o.32
' "2 mn = 30 for each group. »
v Correlation coefficients significantly differén&\f;om zero:
. ' . ’ - ‘77“\\
* p<.05.
* é<.01. : .
Correlation coefficients Sign;ficantly different from each -
_other for the two conditions: ' ( ; ' . )
+ pg .05.° . o .

4 % E<~'Ol’ , -A .




Table 21
‘Correlations of Work Sétisfaction with
Attribute Jescription Scale by;Conditiona

- A3

Attribute .
Degcription Scale:

. .
et N
-
.
4 - e * ¢
. - v
. -

. Work Satisfaction

Responsibility . S
~ _ ' ) )
g High Condition .- 34 :
Low Condition ' ~C ' 21
Learning New Skills S
\
High Condition . . B TLLL
) + ’
Low Condition - . .07 .
Feedback - . .
High Condition - .06 .
Low. Condition , ’ .17
., Total - _ , .
. J ~ B
High Condition - o .52%%
Low Condition s .19
\\w\ ('

N . : ~—

@ n = 30 foﬁ‘éach éroup.

4 .
TH% pg 0l . TN

**% pel 001, ‘ :

+ Correlation coefficients significantly different from,

’

each other for theé.two conditions (p<.05).
’, ‘\‘ A3

.
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they are the most satdgfied. No significant relationships
are evident for the 10w condition._,‘ : .

3

‘Table 22 presents the correlaéions of the Attribute
) <\

Description Scale and Wesman scores.\ All significant rela-

tionships are ﬁegativg with higher Wesman'verbal, numerical, :

. -

and. total intelligence scores being asgbciated with experi-

t

, mental task-descriptions low in responsibility, learning new

. skills, feedback,’and thé sum”pf these job attributes. These

relatidnships. are patticularly strong for the low condition

/
with five correlation coefficients significantly different,

&

than their high/céndition counterparts. . e

: Table 23 shows three significant positive correlations '

between Embedded Figures Test inverse scores and the amount of

job structural attributes,individuals‘describe Qs being present
in.£heir experimental tasks: These correlations indicate that
the more field:dependent subjects perpeive the low condition
task as higher in'réspongibility, T@edbacﬁ, and the éum of
the manipulated dimensions.

The rela;ionshipé of biographical information, Survey of
Work‘values,'and Job Orientation Inventory to Attribute Descrip-
tion Scales are shown in Appendix D.

Discrepancy Between Preferred and Described Job Structural

-

Attributes Related to other Data . _ .

- . .

Table 24 presents the relationships ambng the Attribut

Preference Scale/Attribute Descripfion Scale absolute difference
scores and the average time spent per job. Significant nega-

tive correlations exist in the low condition betweén average

3
Ed

91 | L
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\/—. . .
Table 22
¢ Correlations of Attribute Déséription Scale with
General Intellectual Ability (Wesmén) by Condition?
k . " T \ 9|
, Attribute Description Scale:
Personnel *  Learning ,
Classification 2 Nef~ - - 3
Test: Responsibility Skills Feedback  Total
. Verbal ‘ i ' '
-.High Condition -.06 oagxx T - 13" =.36%
e : ¢ .
Low Condition -.40% -.38% | - 51x* -.40*
Numerical ; -
i T .
. High Conditjon' ° .26 .01, .23 ~ .18 ]
: R # #
/ Low Condition -, 49k -.27 -.43%% - 45%x
Totéi;Score :
vii ' : :
High Corditio .09 -.31 .03 -.15
A - . . + . ' d +
Low, Condition T - 49%* ~.38% - 54%* ~.47%* )
‘“‘7 3 - ’ - -} . '
a

n = 30 for each group. : , e

Correlation coefficients significantly different from zero:

% !
M

* < .05.
J** p<.0l. ‘ .

Correlation coefficients significantly different frog each,
. - ) - . By ¥
other for the two ccnditions: ) -,
{ . ° . ’ .
+ E< -.OS- ) ’ : - '

v ’# E_<',.Ol/. /
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o -
Table 23 - .

Correlations of Attribute Description Scale with

Measures of Cognitive Style by Condition?

1

.

Attributeé Description: Scale:

Cognitive : Learning
"Style 1 : w - ,
‘Measures: Responsibility ills Feedback Total
Rod-and~-Frame Test 'Y
High Condition -.22 .01 .16 -.03
Low-Condit ion .17 .30 .19 .20
Embedded Figures
Test (Reciprocal), >
- ~
High Condition [ £ .31 .24 .31
Low Cohndition i .50**‘ .30 .39% .42
8 n = 30 for each group. : ' .
* B/L .05.. ~N v s,
*% po 0l - SR L
- . ) ! ,‘:
{ s \
{ J . / .
' ¢ . ‘
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« Table 24 :
. ., v ¢ .
Correlations of Absolute Value of Attribute Description Scale .
<z 7 Minus Attribute, Preference ‘Scale Scores with
Average Time Per Job by Condition® and. by Hawr B
' . Average Average Average Average
Time Time Time Time
. ; . Per Job Per Job Per Job "Per Job
‘@ifference Score: (Total) (Hour One) (Hour Two) (Hour Three)
e
\ ) * . . 1
~Responsibility .
v s ‘ &
High Condition - .02 .12 -.03 Y-, 04 x
Low Condition . -.08 -.13 .0?. -.08-
LLearning New Skills ) ) - ig . ~:
High ‘Condition .06 .04 ~-.12 1
. S L ¢
Low Condition -.43% —.45% - B g0% 1 o33 ‘ \
. . )
.Feedback I ' ! =
. ’ ~ . ‘ A
High Condition .15 ¢ .08 .06 - .22 )
. . . v ' 7 v
Low Covdition -.25 -.26 -.15 -.28\ N
a i
" 2!  Total ADS Minus APS ‘
__—THigh bond{tion W12 J11 .07 23
R . (
Low Condition -.40% G - .44% -3 4 - dex .
\ ~ 4 r . . Al -
@ n = 30 for each group. T .,
. W< .05 T
o ! \\ . ‘ L % ‘




tlme per jOb and both learn1ng new skills ana the total scores,
-

indicating that those individuals with the<;eatest discrepancy

betweén preferred and described job structural attributes com-

+

‘pleted their jObS mpst rapidly. i

- . A"!gnlﬁlcant negative correlation is found in the high

oonal_tlon :in T}ablis between work satisfaction and the abso-

lute difference s es for learning new skills. This correla-

tion indicates that the larger the discrepancy between the
[ L
\

described and preferred measures, the less the satisfaction .|

received from the work.

Several significant relationships appear in Table 26
among Wesman Personnel Classification Test_scales and the

! s

Attribute Preference Scale/Attribute Description Scale abso-

N

lute difference scores. Qelationships.are consistently posi-
tive across ‘conditions with higher intelligepnce scores being

associated with larger discrepancies between described and

preferred job attribute scores. . ) .

. [
Table 27 shows that cognitive style meashres are signi-

e -
flcantly related to absolute difference scores only in the

Iow jOb structural attrlbute condltlon. For 1nverse Fmbedded

. Flgures Test scores, as well as the Rod-and- Fﬁume Test, field-

.

1ndependent 1nd1v1duals 1nd1cate the greatest discrepancy

between preferences and job descrlptlons in terms of learn’ing

A}
Ed h d

new skllls gnd total manipulated attrlbutes. \
Al

Appendlx E coptains the relatlonshlps between dlfference

scores and both Biographlcal and- Job Orlentatlon Inventory

3

"Scales. | . ‘ - y
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Table 25 . ,

Correlations, of Absolute Value of Attribute Description Scale

Minus Attribute Preference Scale Scores

With Work Satisfaction by Condition%
- Y

Difference Score Work Satisfaction
Responsibility -

High Condition .12

Low Condition ' -.22 "

¢

Learning New Skills

Higthondition ‘ ‘ . -.54%**

Low Condition : ' .10 ’
Feedbaék ' ;

High Condition o .01

Low Condition ., ' -.33

Total ADS Minus APS

High Condition - . =.32 ,

A
Low Condition . -.17 -
& n = 30 for each group. . . - -
- ©y . . . > . ’
** pe 01, ' : . -
; " b o :;..

R
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A d

Table 26

Correlations of Absolute Value of Attribute Description Scale J

LY

- Minus Attribute Preference Scale Scores with

General Intellectual Ability (Wesman) b§ Condition® »

-

Difference Score

Wesman -~
Personnel - ' Learning
Classification - New : .
~ Test Responsibility Skills Feedback Total W
Verbal
High Condition - .06 <.50%% .08 .40%* .
Low Condition .08 L63%x* .42 LH1x**
Nume;ical
High Condition -.10 .06 -.20 -.10 .
Low Condition .14 .39 .33 , .44&\ .

Total Score

‘High Condition -.01 .36* -.04 .22

Low Condition .12 L60***  43%  gO*** ¢ .

a -
'n = 30 for each’'group.

4

% pec.05. ; ~ :
¥ p<.0l. < ' v ; :
4 K’" “ . . b
> hd ~~
*** pe 001,
L .
L]
- ~
»
b aud ' . '\ -
- ~

o7 '
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Tab}e 27

Correlations Between Absolute Value'of Attribute Description Scale- |

. .' Minus Attribute Preference Scale Scores

. +

With Measur;s‘of Cognitive Style by Condition?’

i
_N Difference Score

Cognitive . Learning

Style ' New
Measure Responsibility Skills Feedback Total
Rod-and-Frame Test '

High Condition -112 -.06 -.19 -.18

Low Condition -.2} ’ -.56%%% .10 C - 39%
Embedded Figures - ' . .

. Test (Reciprocal) ‘ . ) : <
High Condition -.09 ~.26 -.24 -.33 o T
Low Condition -.29 -, 57*** -.29 -.ép**f

. 2 n = 30 for eacﬁ group. i . .

\ * p< .05, ' ’,_ ' . ¢

' ** p<.0l. ‘ ) L , .

*%%* p< . 001.. ' I : : d
X ' ’ ‘? .




tion in both the high_end low conditions (Table 28). " These

" ‘ . . . M
between Attribute Description Scale' described job structlral . "

LW

“Q

48 ‘
- - ’ . ‘ A

. . -
Description of Work Itself/Work Environment Job Structural’

tfributes Related to Other Data -

.ﬁork Itself/Work Environment described job strﬁcturaL

.

attributes showed positiVe relationships with work satisfac-

relationships indicated that those who perceived the task as..

“

bigher ip job structural attributes tended to be most satisfied,

3
«

Similar, although-weaker, relationships were evident in Table 21 N

4

attrlbute measures and work satisfaction.

The relatlonshlps between the Work Itself/Work Environment

Scales and the Wesman Personnei Classificatiop Test are highly

consistent as shown in Table 29. 1In all significant relation-
ships, the higher "the Wesman score, the lower is the described(
job structural attribute measure. These relationships, are

expected and indicate that general intellectuél abifity has

a decisive lnfluence upon an 1nd1v1dual s description of- the ~

features of a job whlch is objectively the same for all par-
B /

tlcipants.

~

Table 30 shows the associations among tbe Orientation ,

¥

Iﬁventory scéles end Work Itseif/Work.Environment described t
job structural attrrbntes Interestlng reversals take place

when)the Other Person Orlentatlon Scale is considered. 1In

A
the low condition, hlgh person orlentatlon is typlcally asso-

ciated with taé%‘descrlptlons low in® job attributes,. whlle a

[ N .

(#

trend in the opposite direction 1s ev1dent in the high cond1
. . ¥ ‘
tion. . - . . “
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Table 28 v

Cerelatloqs of wOnk Satisfaction with v

Work Itself/Work Env1ronment Descrlbed Job Structural Attrlbutes

- Y
.

v g By Condition?

.e ' . . . )

Ve
-

. ) Job Attribute . - Work Satisfaction

Learning New Skills '
- High Condition =~ " .42%

\A_-A T ,21 .

ﬁow'Condition

Responsibility
High Condition .B5*%* ) ;
" Low Condition (:;\ .40%* .
Feedback
|  High Condition . .06
\' r . . »
Low Condition / . +39%*
' Su& of Learning New Skills, :. s K
Responsibility, and Feedback g
High Condition ' L51%*
Low Condition ) .45%*
<, ® n = 30 for each group. .
. " * p<.05. .
Y« #x pclol.
) *%% pe . 001. - i “ oo
- ",
. .
» ¢ ~
aL ,

LN,




50 St

- !‘ }? . -
- - ' ol , .
- . K4 " a)’ X
: " Table 29 .
Correlations of Gineral Intellectual Ablllty (Wesman)
With Work Itself/Wori,Env1ronment bescrlbed Job Structura; e~
f“: -‘ » . , " _.’f
. A;;rlbutes by Condition? . 7

Job Attributes

Wesman T 5 ) Sum of Learning
- Personnel Learning™ . © ..~ -New Skills,
. Classification New Ydf' »=" . Responsibility,
Test Skills Resnon51bll;ty ?eedback and Feedback
. Verbal - ]
High Condition -.39* -.16 , -.18 -.32
Low Condition -.I1 -.42* -.16" -.32
Numerical ‘
High Condition -.25 -.22 -.40%* -.40%* e
Low Condition -.33* -.22 -.29 -.34%*
Total Score C
High Condition -.39% -.22 -.31 o =.41%
Low Condition =22 -.38*  -.24 ~ -.36%*
\
'@ n = 30 for each group.
* p<£.05 ‘
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' ' Table 30

—_— A

Correlations of Orientation Inventory Scales with

*

Work Itself/Work Environment Described Job Structural Attributes

. R By Condition?

-

¢ Job Attribute

: . ] Sum of .
ol ) IR Learning
.Orientation Learning _ New Skills,
Inventory . New Responsibility,
Scale Skills Responsibility Feedback and Feedback
Self-Orientation B ) /
High Condition -.22 -.17 .09 -.12 /
Low Condition .28 .09 .23 .23
Other;Person Orientation
High Condition .32%* .34%* -.01 .28
# -
Low Condition T - 52%% -.11 - —.50%%* -.44*
Task Orientation ‘
High Condition N ¢] -.09 .11 -.01 ,
Low Conditian. ™" .31 01 .24 .20
% n = 30 for each group. ’
» * E{oOS. ) ’ ) - -

#* p< oL, . \ /

~




.
. '
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.

Absolute Differences in Work Itself/Work Environment Job Struc-

tural Attribute Scores Related to Task,Outcomes, -,

Table 31 presents the relationships between absolute

¢

differences in described minus preferred job structural attri-

butes and.time épent working on jobs. Positive cdrrelations9

in the high condition indicate thag}thosg with the largest B

absolute discrepancies between description of and preference

for learning new skills worked at.the slowest rates. : ‘ :
Consistent, significant negative correlatiopns in Table 32 o

show that thése participants indicating the greatest discrepancies

between de;crlbed and weferred job structural attributes, are the

least satisfied with working on the experimental task. fhese

relatioﬁshipé are evident in both the high ané low conditions.

Multiple Regression Predictions of Task Performance

Table 33 shows that ability and personality/preference
measures combined are better able to predict the number of

jobs completed than either variable singly.’ In the high con-

’

dition, the Job Orientation Inventory pa}~scale and reciprocal

%mbedded Figures Test scores both contribute significantly to
S .

the overall .61 predictionmn. ' ’ .

.

-Several combinations of variables may be combiped to .
s

successfully predict the number of jdbs completed in the low .
13
condition. For example, when ®h ability meaSure, the Wesman

total score, is combing&yith Work Itself/Work Environment
preference for learﬁing new skills measure, botQLCOntribute
. . y s . )

significantly to the”.67 multiple R. ) !

€« A
2 4

",
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o ' Table 31

,.5

53,

Correlatians of Absolute Value of Work Itself/Work Environment

Desctibed Minus Preférred Scores with Average Time Between Jobs

By Condition?

y 0

and by Hour

Average 'Averéée Averagé Avefage
> Time Time Time Time
' Between Between Between Between
Difference Jobs Jobs Jobs Jobs
Score:- (Total) {(Hour One). (Houg ?w?) (Hour Three)
PeSponsibility
High Condition .18 ¥.22 .32 -.14
Low Condition .25 .25 .15 .22
Learning New Skills <
High Condition .42* 37% .24 .40%
"Low Condition: .06 -.02 .01 11
' Feedback ’-( .
High Condition -.24 -.24 .02 -.35
Low Condition .22 .03 .18 27
Total ’
High cOnditién .18 .17 .29 -.zj////
Low Condition .24 .12 .18 .

a n = 30 for each group.

‘.

o)
v




! Takle 32 . |

’

Correlations of Absolute Value of Work itself/Work,Environment

Described Minus Preferred Scores with’ Work Satisfaction

a
By Condition

1
Difference Work
) ' Sc?re: Satisfaction
Responsibility . . ) s
' High Condition -.69***
Low Condition -.24
[}
Learning New” Skills
* High Condition ‘ . ‘ -.41*
1 : \)
Low Condition - =-.33
\ :
.- Feedback : ¢
X . . (/
) High Condition -.15 g E
' Low Condition | ~.54%% °
' Total
s High Condition . ' YRR |
'VLow Condition i . 48%%* ,/
. . . 7 -
/ . LI | - . . R
: ’ 8 n = 30 for each group. .- ' -
ey - ] N ’ . ’ . .
* p<.05. . - ' C . -
il B(.Ol- ' . -)\//
*** pe 001, L , . ‘

.




Table %3

55

Combination of Ability and Personality/Preference Measures

As Predictors of the Number of Jobs Completed by anditiona

andit

ion Predictor

Beta g'

High

Low

1. Job Drientation -.50
Inventory - "Pay

2. Embedded Figures

Test

{ .47
Vi

1. Wesman Personnel .55
Classification
Test - Total

2, Work Itself/ ~,37
Work Environment
Questionnaire -
Preference for
Learning New Skillg

1. Embedded Figures ~.52
Test (Reciprocal)

2. Work Itself/ ~.37
Work Environment
Questionnaire -
Preference for
Learning New 8kills

o i

.50
.61

.55

.67

.52

-.40

.36 8.07*%

.

.55

~.38  10.77%*

-.41 10.59**

a

** p« .01,

n = 30 for each group.
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Embedded Figures Test inverse scores contribute signifi- .

.

cant variance to the predlction of average time‘per job in the
lowﬂjob structural attributes condition as shown in® Table 34.
A .75 multiple prediction results in the low condition wheo
the cognitive style Weasure is combined with the numerical
scale from the Wesman. No combination of ability measures
significantly increased prediction in the high.condition.

When ability measures are/combined wish personalityy
preference scales, several substantial multiple correlations

above .70 are ach1éved in the low condltlon {Table 35). Several

predictors contrlbute significant varlance to each of these
€

. equatrons. <:/_— ‘ P
Prediction of MalnteAanc Task Outcomes as ‘a Function of Level

of Work Satisfaction

.

: ] \ .
Carlson, Dawis, ahd Weiss (1969)'habe presented evidence/f /

‘ o R
that the degree of correlation between abilities and perform-

ance will vary with satisfaction levefs.\,lt is their conten-
’ - .

tion that a higher satisfaction level| isjindicative of a !

I

- !
higher correlation between abili{y-rehuirement correspondence

¢

and performance. With requirements held constant in the cur-

+

rent experiment, their position translates to a prediction of

stronger ability-performance correlations when satisfaction

is high. High experimental coniition outcomes’shown_in Table

36 offer some support for this position. When Wesman scale .
a 2 . \ i - \ L]
scores are related to naﬂber ‘of jobs completed, the correla-~ .

»

“r 2 4

tion coefficients are always higher for -those indicating above -

median levels+of satisfaction. These differences across © s

P




Table 34 »

v

Combination of Ability Measures agfﬁredictors of the )

Average Time Per Job in the Low Condition? oOnly ,

Y

Conditiom™ Predictofl\_ ‘ r R Beta F " %
' Low 1. Embedded Fiéures ) A
Test (Reciprocal)- .68 . -68 .45
2, Wesnen Personnel . -
Classification T T.66 .75 \ -.38, 16.86** :
} Test - Numerical - , ‘
A ) \ !
. ~
'@ n = 30 for each group. , ' _
- - -
** pL.01 S
-~
I | ’
!
c (
' ) \ ‘
. } ’»‘
* .
) {
. // A
- h N . ' ¢

.
] v"\ 1




. Table 35 .

Combination Qf Aﬁglity and Persopality/Preferehée Measuries

As Predictors of Average Time Per Job. in the Low Cond:(Ltiona Only

P

.

Condition "Predictor r R Beta F ~.t

Low . ‘1, Embedded Figuﬁbs
. Test AReciprocal)

-

-7 - .

.28

2. . Work Itself/ .

Work Environm .
Questionnaj - : o .. .

- Preferénce for
L ning New Skills ) 3

3. Sudvey of Work -.38 .82 -.28
» ¢ Valyes - Pride in : ‘ P - .
‘Wor ' ’ . N
) . ' -

tself/, - . +28 .85 " 25 16.73**
. Work Environment ' o
<, Questionnaire ¥ . . e
. Prefeyence for T ‘ .. . .
¢ Responsibility - - , ‘

l: Wesman Personnel -.67 .67  -.67 PR
Classification e
Test - Total" . ’ e

2. Work’.Itself/ . .33 .75 .33 ¢ -16.,90%* '
. -‘Work Environment - . .
Questionnaire - ‘ : ' -
Preference for ' : . .

o . Learnlng New Skills, N . .
A

1. MWesman Personnel -.66 .66 -.54
. Classification . .
- 7 + Test - Numerical . : . .

(IR
O

. 2. Job Orientation .47 75 - .
Inventory - . : —
+ =~ Recognition , ) )

RN
.

3. Survey of Work v -.38 .80 -.26 14,87*%*
Values - Pride .
. in Work . - . . .




Table 36 , : - .
Corre%ations of General’InteLlectual Ability (Wesﬁan) with

. Nurtber of Jobs Completed as a Function of KHigh and_Low

Work Sati'sfdction Ly Condifion and by Hour

;T : ) Jobs Jobs ‘Jobs Jobs”
: Completed Completed Completed'Completed .
{Total) (ﬁour Ong)(Hour'Twp)(Hour ?hree)'

\;’ 3 *‘ - - . : - <
High Condition " kN Y 2
. High Satisfaction? .57% .59% . L78%%x 13
‘v Wesman Verbal | + . A
o Low SatisfactionP -.19 -.40, o140 L. -.084
-, . . > %
High Satisfaction? .45 -4 .54 .20
Wesman Numerical b - - T S
Low Satisfaction™ . .14 .15 Cx7 .08
High Satisfaction® .61* N J61* - l80**s 19
. Wesman Total . e CF . £
3 ,“'Low.Satisfactionb . .05 © -8 .00 . .02

'4 -~ -
Low Condition .
7/ - e . A

High Satisfaction®' .48 .50 .37 .47

]

Wesman Verbal - . . : .
Low Satisfaction® .30 .18 .37 .28
High Sa;isfactiqnc S L 68%% LBTx* LBTx% .58%*
. Wesman Numerical . .- T . :
-t Low Satisfaction®™ T .58% .56% .50 .47
High Satisfaction® . 62%  ..63% .54% 57+
- Wesman Total. , . - ' S
Low Sati%faction® .50 .40 .5Q - .43
" %= 14, bn=16 - € n-=15.

¢

‘Correlation coefficients significantly different from zero:

>

<

* p<.05. |
** p< .01l - .
*** < .001. - , . f ' '

Correlation coefficiengs significantly different from each
other for those high vs. low on 'satisfaction:
1
+ p<.05. o v
i ol
# pc .0L. . A O . o




. .
- . - - « . )
¢

conditions. are significant for five of 'the twelve comparisons.

In'the low conditlon, the relationships between ability and.

oerformance are agaln hlgher for those partlclpants, 1nd;cat1ng. .

- e above medlan levels of satlsfactlon, but none of thesé dif- e -
' ¢ L. :
ferences are significant. . _ s

. -

Whlre several significant correlations result.when cognl—
, .- . N

t.%e style measures are related to number of jobs completed

1
(Table 37); none'of the qefference across median satisfaction -

-

splits are significant. While no pattern is evident in the

FY

high condition, a trend seems to exist in the low condition

with those participants indicating above averaqe lTevels oF .

satisfaction, consistently having the strongest relationships
between this specific ability and performance‘measﬁres.
As expected, the results in Table 38, where Wesman scores

are related to average time per job performance outcomes, are:

similar to those reported earlier ig Table 36. Correlations

’

for those reporting above median satisfaction .levels are

“.  typically, and often slgnifiéantly,‘higher\than those ability

H

.’ performance associations for low satisfaction participants.:

A clear trend again exists .in the low éonditgon wigb high

- satisfaction participants showing the_strongest correlations

“

of ability to pefformanceﬁ buE'none‘of these differentes ~
_ reached significance.’ ) ol .- L
»
9 . <2
B - The medlatlng "affects of satisfaction on the relatlonshlps

among ability and performance measures akte less clear in Tables

39 and-40. When cognitlve style measures are related to average

time per job performance for the high condition in,Table'39,




a—\‘ ' 4 .
.- ' Table 37 - L.
. - .

Corrélation§ of Coggiiive'Style Measures with Number of Jobs

T*Completed as a Function of High and Low Work Satisfaction

. F .
.

- By Condition and By Hour ’ ]

. < . Jobs Jobs Jobs Jobs.
. Completed Completed Completed Completed N
: \; ' (Total) (Hour One) (Hour Two) (Hour Threg)

’

1241 atisféctfona. .30 .02 .20 J&4
-and-Frame Test > N
b 12 -.22 .19 .26 ~

Reciprocal)

Low Satisfactio LT70x* " .28, LT2%x* JTSEE%
- Low Condition * h :
High Satisfactio -.53% ~.53% -.53*% - -.44
Rod-and-Fré&me Test - . .
Low Satisfaction® -.05 -.01 -.01 - -.11
/ o ' ’ - . ' x ¢ .
) High Satisfaction® =~ -,68** -.73** >‘.59* -.54*
. Embedded Figures Test » . - T
.o {Reciprocal) n ’ ‘ ; .

Low Satisfaction®’ .43 -.48 -.11 -.46~
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Table 38

s B
Correlations of General Intellectual Ability (@esman) with
Average Time Per Jgb as a Function of
High and Low Work Satisfaction by Condition and by Hour
- /_ -

Average Average , Average Average
) Time Time " Time Time
- . N ‘Per Job Per Job Per Job Per Job
: (Total) (Hour One) (Hour Two) (Hour Three)

High Condition ' . 4

C

" - High Satisfaction®  -.62% .08 -.79%*%x  _ 57%
Wesman Verbal ¥ # .
.- Low Satisfaction® _ . .21 C.35 . .17 -.03
High Satisfaction®  -.59% ©  -.07 —.61% —.62%
Wesman Numerical b T . o7
Low 'Satisfaction -.21 - =07 -,25 ° -.34 .
High satisfaction® -, T1%%+ .02 —.84%** - §9**
Wesman Total b + . #
"Low Satisfaction , -+ .02 So.18 -.02 -.19
Low Condition - e . b . -
High Satisfaction® . - -.65%%x  -173%* - 54% -.49 Y
Wesman Verbal . Y e .
Low Satisfaction® -.32 . =27 -.35 -.29 .
High Satisfaction® . -.74%** - 74%* -.60% -.63% . - .
Wesman Numerical o . W .
- Low Satisfaction® - - -.58% -.59* , -.39 m»55% -
High Satisfaction®  -.76%%*, - B2%*** '— g3*° -.60%*"
Wesman Total ' . ' -
Low Satisfaction® -.51*% ~.48 T~ 44 -.48
.a Dbl c 1
‘ n = 14. n'=16. - n=15. % ... "
- . By « @
Correlation coefficients significantly different from zero:
- . s .I
* p<.,05. i . S .
. P - . - . . ) .
** p< .0l. - - ] I 5
k% Rc.oo:k.. " ’ - ‘
Correlatlon coefficients SLgnlflcantly different ‘from each
other for those hign vs. low on satisfaction: .- . . .
+ B<(0050 .'r * L 7 ‘ ) N .
# p<.0l. ) T . - " -




. ‘ o ) %63 .
: . L (
- . Table 39 | ’
. Conteiét%éa\gi\fognitlve Style Measures. with Average Time
R —, - .
. Per Job as a Func¢tion of Fi and Low Work Satisfaction -
: By Condition and by Hour . ) ’
- f\ P .
. . .
- Average Average - Average: Average -* -
Time Time: . _ Time Timé’ .
Per Job . Per Job Per Job Per Job ot
(Total) (Hour One) (Hour Two) (Heur Three)
High Condition ' : . L
. .ot a . . ‘
¥ High Sat:isfaction -.19 - .11 -.24 . -.20
Rod-and-Frame Test b . N -
" Low Satisfaction .04 7 . 34 -.03 -.13
- : Y - "
High Satisfaction®  -.30 -.16 =13 . -.44 ..
Embedded Figures Tést
(Reciprocal) K A
. Low SatisfactionP. - 58% -.41 .50 -.55%
Low Condjition T ‘ Ny )
- High-Satisfaction® .63* . .59% L69** .49 R
¢ Rod-and-Frame Test: . . + .. '
3.° Low Satisfactio,nc -.02 . .07 -.04 . -.09 )
> ° High Satisfaction® ____83¥F* | . g7xx*x . _gQ**+ i59%
‘Embedded Figure; st ) ' + ‘ v .
(Reciprocads c L : Co . (
Lo atisfaction T .44 L62%* .15 .35
@ n = 14. Do ¥
bp=16." ) . - .
2 i . . N
©n=15.. " . o7
- . 7 N R - //
* p<.05.
** p<.0l.

- #%% p2,00].

+ Correlation coefficients significantly different from
each other~for”thqse high vs. low on satisfaction (p<.05).

’
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Table 40

o - . . 1 o i .

Correlations of General Intellegtual Ability (Wesman) with

Errors Corréctly Identified as -a Function of-.-High and Low

Work Satisfaction by €ondition and by Hour

.
P ¢

Errors = Errors Errors Errdrs
- ..Correctly *Correctly Correctly Correctly
Identified Identified TIdentified Identified
{Total) (Hour One) (Hour Two) (Hour Three)

—

High Condition

High Satisfaction® .77%#+ L 75%% LTEx** .13
Wesman Verbal b o
Low Satisfaction .13 .15 .24 -.42
"High Satisfaction? .43 .58% .49 -.07*%
Jesman Numerical :
Low Satisfaction P .52% .34 .58% .07-
High Satisfaction® .74** L79*** LTTRER .06
Wesman Total ’
Low Satisfaction P .35 y .27 .44, -.04
Low Condition ¢ - ) oo,
High Satisfaction® -.19 -.43 .05 .18
Wesman Verbal + oo .
Low Satisfaction®  .67** -~ - 14 - .59% .41
HighfSatisféétionc -.32" -.28 -.;Q//' .00
Wesman Numerical . )
Low Satisfaction® .21 -.34 .34 .25
st . N
- 4
. High Satisfaction® -.27 -.42 T .00 ‘13
Wesman Total ° , + ) .
, Low Satisfaction® .58* * -.27 .58* - .41
an=14. * pg.05."
bn = 16. ** pc .01,
¢ n = 15. . *** pe .001.

-

+ Correlagion coefficients significantly different from each

other for those high versus low on satisfaction (p< .05).
7

¢




the only significant correlations exist in the low satisfaction

'

group, but no significant differences exist between satisfaction

e, .

levels. In the low condition, however, a‘fréﬁd exists suppbrting
the argument that the relationships of abilitf ahd perfqrmange
measures are stronger for high satisfaction subjects. .

-The majority of compariéqns, relatihg Wesman scores tB
errors correctly identified, in the high condition would ;een to. .
support the contenkion that associations are stronger for those
with- higher work satisfaction. The results in the low condition,
however, offer evidence in oppoéition to tgis position. In the

two comparisons where significant differences are evident across

the median work satisfaction splits, the stronger relqtionships

exist in the low condition. R

Relationships Between Ability and Performance as a Function of

Perceptions of Job Structural Attributes ,

Findings reported above seem to indicate that the relations -

between abilities and performaﬁce are typically strongér for
those who are most satisfied. Since déscriptions’of job'séruc-
tural attributes have been shown to be positively associated
with ‘work satisfaction (TaBles 21 and 28), it appeared useful
to inve;tigate whether‘these perceptions of task characteristics
would also hediatg the ability-performance rélq;ionsb}ps. It

was believed that positive findings would more pre;is?ly specify =
aspects of tasks, namely job structural attributes, which could

~

be given attention in order to increase the strength of ability

to performance predictions.




<«

,ggeEcribing the tasks as high in job structural attributes. Sig-

~

Tables 41 through 45 present the relationshlbs among ability

. £
measures and performance criteria as mediated by Work Itself/

Work Enyirgnment Questionnaire dascriptigns of job structural
attributes. In Table 42, Wesman scores are related to the
number of jobs completed. 1In the low'condition, a_ consistent j
pattern is evideni with associations always stronger for those
éesgribing the task as high in job structural attributes.

Several significant differences in correlation toefficients .

are apparent across groups. X

Table 42 presents the relations among cognitive style
measures and the number of jobs completed. For both conditions,

stroﬁgér ability-to-performance associations are shown for those

nificant differences in correlation coefficients across low and
high Work Itself/Work Environment groups are evident for both

conditions.

When the Wesman intelligence scores are related to average

i‘d

-

time per job, in Table 43, results are similar to those presented
:

"

earlier in Table 41, Those results are frequently 51gn1flcantly

stronger for those individuals descrlblng thelr tasks as thh

4 »

ip job. structural attributes. Those partic%gants who are both e
most intelligent and who.perceive the jobs as most enriched

tend to perform best; qompletihg tasks in the shortest average
' . \

Patterns of associations shown for cognltlve style in the .

time periods. . .

low condition of Table 44 are con51stent with ‘those relatlon-

-

ships presented above. Relationships are alway$ stronger for

“ . .
» . ’ . .
M L4 LY
’ - ; (’ d - M. Y
.a
. .




Table 41

/.

Correlations .of General Intellectual Ability (Wesman) with

Number of Jobs Completed as a Function of High and Low

Described Job Structural Attributes (wWork Itself/

Work Environment Questionnaire) by Condition and by Hour

~ Jobs Jobs = . Jobs Jobs
Completed Completed Completed Completed
(Total) {(Hour One) (Hour Two) {Hour Three)

2

High Condition

Described as High? .41 .42 “.51% .20 53
Wesman Verbal
Described as kow & . -.07 -.25 .03 .01
Described as High .14 .21 .20 .03
Wesman Numerical . )
Described as Low .55%* .39 .61%* .44
Described as High .36 .41 .47 .15 *
Wesman Total .
Described as Low .21 . .02 .30 .21
Low Condition
—~ , L
Described zc Highb .58%* L59* .39 \ .59%
Wesman Verbal +
. Described as LowC -.05 -.34 .19 .10
Described as High JT2%* JI3EEX .61%*, .63**
Wesman Numerical ) T # .
., Described as Low .34 .12 .43 .39
Described as High C W T1EFx CT3FE* .54% .68**
. Wesman Total ‘ # ’
Described as Low .14 -.17 .35 ©W27 \
n = 1s. b n = 1s. ©n = 14. R

". Correlation coefficients significantly different from zero: L
/ 3 3

*,* p .05, 7 - ' g I
** p<..0l. . .
**x P<.001. g o -~
Correlation coefficients significantly different from each
other for those describing the job high vs. low:

+ p<.05. -
# p<. 01.

< \ . .

. 70
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Table 42

Correlations of Cogritive Sfylé Measures with Number of Jobs
Completed as a Function of Described Job Structural Attributes *

.(Work Itself/Work Environment Quesionnaire) by Condition and by Hour

N
Jobs Jobs Jobs Jobs * °
. 3 Completed Completed Completed Completed .
o . (Total) (Hour One) {Hour Two) (Hour Three) i
High Condition’ ‘ ’ i .
Described as Higha . .60% .16 .;3* .63%

. Rod-and-Frame Test + * : +
Described as Low® -.30 -.40 -.24 - " -.19
Described as High? .54% .41 T34 - L61* )

Embedded Figures Test . '
(Retiprocal) '~
Described ‘as Low® . .21 .06 22 .26
Low Condition
Described as HighP -.59% -.57% -.55% -.52%
Rod-and-Frame Test . + # + o
Described as LowC - .32 .47 .25 .12
Described as HighP . -:65%# - 65%* -.55%  -.59%
BEmbedded Figures Test +
(Reciprocal) . :
Described as:LowC -.08 .16 - -.07 -.01
a n = 15, “ T b n=16. - € n = 14,
Correlation coefficients significantly different from zero:
* p<.05.
** p..0l. 7
**% 5 - 001, ‘ e .
Correlation coefficients significantly different from each .
_ other for those describing the job as high vs. low: ~ *
+ p< .05. .
e A p<.0l. ¢
. - -
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Table 43

Correlations of General Intellectual Ability (Wesman) with

Average Time PeraJob as a Function of Described'Jop

Structural Attributes (Wérk Itself/Work Environment Questionnaire)

]

By Condition and By, Hour
/

.
- .

Average Average. Average . Average
3 . Time Time " Time . Time
- Per Job, Per Job, Per Job Per Job
’ (Total) (Hour One) (Hour Two) (Hour Three)
High Condition
Described as High®  -.47 .23 -.70%*  -.44
.Wesman Verbal +
Described as Low?2 .04 a .19~ .02 -.15
Described as High® -.24 .17 o -.41 -.27
Wesman Numerical N ‘
'Described'as Low?2 -.55% .35 -.
Described as High? -.47 .25 -.
Wesman Total
Described as Low@ -.23 -.05 -.
Low Condition -
Described as HighP  -.72%%  _.77%x%*  _ 50% _  _ g4%*
Wesman Verbal + + ‘ T
Described as Low® .10 .18 -.01 .00
S,
Described as HighP  -.75%#%%  _ 75%%+  _ s5g= -.69%%
Wesman Numericail . .
' Described as Low€ -.30 - -.21 -.18 =,43
- Described as'Highb -.82***' -.8p%** -.66** 7 - T4*x*%%
- Wesman Total # : + . +
v Described as Low® . .02 -.10 - -.23 .08 t
b e’ C
& n = 15. o ‘n = 16. n = 4.

Correlation coefficients significantly different from zero:

* p<.05. - ’ (S

’ *% p<:01l. 1

- *x % E< -001. - ’ ' * ;-, * o
Correlation coefficients significanégy different from each’

other for those describing the job  a® hi vs. low:

+ p<.05. , - %
A.p<.0l. ‘ (ORV
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N - Y "
Table 44 -
7 : Lo
) ‘Correlations of Cognitive,StY?e Measures with Avegage Time . t
’ . ‘ ) \ ‘ ’
Per Job as a Function of Described Job §tructural ttributes’ \

=z ’

(Work Itself/Work Environment Questionnaire) %w Condifion and by Hour

Average Average:': Averdge AQerage

Time Time 1 Time
Per S8ob .Per Job

> dob ' Per Job t
(Tota (Hour Qne) {Royk. Two) (Hour Three).

High Condition

Described as High?® -.
Rod-and-Frame Test
Described as Low

Described as High? -.
Embedded Figures Test
(Reciprocal) a

Described as Low -.

Low Condition

Described as HighP 66%* .61 N69*x T 60%
Rod-and-Frame Test #F oo + # -+
Described as Low® -.37 -.31 .33~ -.30 ¢
Described as Highb LT9ExX S 82%** . LT 3FEx .68**
Embedded Figures Test + + + +
(Reciprocal) ’ ..
\\\\ Described as Low® .07 .23 ~.05 - -.04
— 2 = 15, b =s. € n=14. .
Correlation coefficients significantly different from zeros
- * p< .05, ‘ . - *
** p.0l. ) . . RS
*** p ,001. - * ’ . e
Correlation coefficients significantly different from each , - - 3
other for those describing the job as high vs. low: .
+ Bf:JOS. > ‘
# E(-Ol. S ‘r. /-,//
] ) N . /
‘ : — .
& i




those who describe the task as high.in ‘job structural attribudes. -

‘In ten of these fifteen_low-condition contrasts across groups,

£l

the relationships are significantly stronger for the par%icipants
describing the job as high in task attributes. Relationships in
the high condition, however, are more difficult to interpret,

~

with the Rod-and-Frame Test scores providing strong predictions

~

in‘opposing directions for those describfhg the job as high and-

low in job attributes.

-

The relationships between intelligence and errors correctly

‘iﬁentified'are showq in Table 45. Results appear @ixed. The
Astrongest associations are seen in the high condjition whefe ; - ;
| part1c1§ints who are high on the Wesman toéaI/;corg and descrlbe . .

the task as belng hlgh 1nejob structural attrlbutes tend to — "

produce the best quality outcomes. T ’
v The Attribute Description Scale was also employééjng;plit :

participants into those describing the task as. high and low in

" . job structural attributes. .
Table 46 presents ‘the association between Wesman scores \\\\3

- ) A R .

and averaqe time*per job. Results are particularly strong in

_the low cond%gaon where- those who are more 1ntelllgent and

describe the job as hlgh in structural attrlbutes tend to work

, ~ -

‘the fastest. ) *
\

~
7 ’ -~

Table 47 shows relationships among c¢ognitive style measures

\

LS

,

and ave;age/time per job. Results are again s%rongest in the
low condition. Those who describe the task as;high in job

,st;qctﬁral attributes e#hibit the strongest re%afionships

.between cognitive style measures and performance. >

. o 8< : .
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Correlations of General Intellectual Kbility-(Wesman).with

* Table 45

* ! Errors Correctly Identified as a Function of High and

Low Described Job Structural Attributes (Work Itself/

Work Environment Questiohnairef by Condition and by Hoar )

Y

e

-

Errors\
*"Correctly Correctly Correctly® r
Identified Identified Identified, Identified

-

Errors

Errors

Errors
Correctly

¢ (Total} (Hour Ona) (Hour Two) {Hour Three)
High Condition p ,
Described as High® S56* .59% g 6L* L. 19
Wesman Verbal ) '
Described as Low? 19 .19 ©.28 -.40.
Described ag High® ".50 .64%*  55% .23
Wesman Numerical ' ‘
Described as Low? .34 .05 .46 -.45
.~ Described as High® = ,66** o T6kE% - 72%% .25
Wesman Total ’ oo /
Described as Loéw® .28 14 .40 ~.47
Léw,Conditig%, - !
R v :
Described %&s High® * -.11} -.4D .14 .15
Wesman Verbal > ST o .
Described as Low® .51 29" .28 .96%
_ Described as High® | -.14  -.p9 » .02 .10
Wesman Numerical . o
Described-as LowS .20, .06 . [ .15 .26
Described as High® - -.13 -.31 10 15
Wesman Total - ¢ .
Descr;bed as Low® - .48 « .23 27, .52
‘o a v . IS o »” R . l N -/ .
“ n = 15. . , * p'<.05. s
b'— - T N
n ='16. . . ** p<.,0l,
r .
S n=14. ‘ xx% p < 001, “ g
\ o+ Correlation coefficient§£%ignific;ntly difféfent from each

¢

other for &hose high versus low on satisfaction (p<.05).%
- * el q -

~

. L
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Table 46

Correlations of General Intellectual Ability (Wesman) with’

-

Average Time Per Job as a Function of High and Low

Described Job Structural Attributes (Attribute Description Scale)

.

By Condition and by Hour

~, -7 B
J . - Y

Average AQerage‘ Averége Average
- Time Time Time Time .
, . i Per Job , Per Job Pgr Job Per Job .
. . (Total) (Hour One) (Hour Two) (Hour Three)
High Condition - ‘\’
> I} A
Described as High@ -.34 .31 -.57 -.39
Wesman Verbal h
. Described as Low?2 -.14 .13 -.18 -.41
]
Described as High® -.59% -.22 -.59% -.56%
Wesmé&n Numerical /
Described as Low? -.09 . .05 -.15 -.22
) Described as High®  .-.55% L1220 - 72k -.57%
- Wesman Total ‘ ' . :
Described as Low? -.12 - .09 -.17 -.34
Low Condition
Described as High® . -.65% | ~.71%* « -./s4* . _ 52
Wesman Verbal + #
Described as Low€ .15 .19 .02 .16
Described as HighP?  -.70%**  -.72#¢+ - 51 ~.64*%
) Wesman Numerical - ‘
' - Describéd as Low® ' <. 66%* -.68%% - 46 - -.56*%
i .Described as“Highb -.70%** -.76*%* =-,56% - -.58%*
<o Wesman Total Sy s Y oo
7/ Described as Low® = -.30 -.29 -.33 . =38
 @n:1s. ., Phaoagl " € n.= 1s. :

L

Correlation éoefficients‘significantly different from zero: .

* gfé.os. - - ) - B _/
** pe.0l. .. " .- . . -
*%% po ,D0l. Co ) , :
- . )

PO Y

significantly different from each

e job as. high vs. ibw: \\\\- .
: ) . i

om0 .Correlaqion coefficient

other for those describing
+.p<.B5. -
Apz .01, ' ’

. v ) " i 4 e
\)‘( ' . A, ; . .t Lx ,
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Table 47

Y ) -t [ ¥
Correlations of Cognitive Sty%? Measures with Averaég Time Per .

Job as“a Function of High and Low Described. Job-Structural -

-

k4

Attributes (Attribute Description Scale) by Condition and by Hour

L34

Average Average Average Average
. . Time Time Time Time- /4
/ . Per Job Per Job Per Job, Per Jobh |

!

(Total) {Hour One) (Hour Two) (Hour Threse)

High Condition

*x% p< 001,

. :
. - P L PP
+ Correlation coefficients significantl

“

»

.

4

Described- as High? *© -.02 .22 -. 14 .08
Rod~-and-Frame Test N . - ¢
Described as Low .03 32 - .05 .09
Described as High? -.40 23 -.21 .49
Embedded Figures Test ' 5 -
(Reciprocal) .
Described as Low® -:42 29 -.32 .42
- Low Condition - ' !
Described as High® L 64% 72%% 50 .49 ‘
Rod-and-Frame-Test £ " -
Described as Low® .32 .09 .51% .30
Described as HighP? .  .70%% .80%** .59+ 51 .
Embedded Figures Test I -
(Reciprocal) ’ .
Described as Low .42 28 -51* .33 v
&n = 15. - .
=14 o, ) S
c i ’ N
n = 16. . )
a ~
* p<l.05.
*% p 01, a

y&different from\each_'

\‘v; v
~y

other for those describing the job as high versuss low (gz:.OS):QV

4




N Tables 48 and 49 present the relationshios among cognitive

stvle measures and errors correctlv identified and average time

r3

- between gobs,.respectively. Results across both tables are ‘

x speed, while in the h;gh conditionswhere stress is placed upon

mixed with signi;icantly stronger relationships occasiona}lly '
existing for both high and low Attribute Description Scale, ) .
s participants.

- Discussion . P
H . / ’ . ¢ ¢ ¢
«Finfings indicate that responSLbility, feedback ;" and - . T )
: -

‘Tearning new skills were successf ully manipulatea. Signifiocant

differences were perceived across conditions according to ‘bdth’

the«Work Itself/Work Environment Questionnaire and the Attrjbute
L 7 .. . . .
Description.Scale. . : . .

P

. As was-anticipated, general intelligence, as Qeasured.by the

Wesman Personnel Classification Test, was strongly related tio per-
s . o

formance in the maintenance tagk. An interesting pattern of /

relationships is evident when one examines the Wesman correlatdo n

é

with guantity and quality across the two treatments. The quan

,oﬁ work produced or number of jobs- completed in’ the maintenance\
task was pos1tively related to 1ntelligence in the low conditiqn, 5.
\while quality was pos1tively related to- intelligence in the high
’icondition. It is posslble that tﬁose low- condition partiCipants

with superior cognitive abilities congent”ated their efforts on =

P

feedback* learning new SklllS; and respons*bility, it may be that
x V4 a
v . ‘
‘_the higher aptitude people concentrated their efforts upon the,_, .

= quality\of the work they do. )

.
P -
-

J) ? o

When the,spec1fic aptitude, of cognitive style was related ; b

’ £

. to the number‘of Jobs completed a sharp reversal occurred '

. / - - 8 " ) ’ ) .
Q v . . O ¥
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Table 48
7 . L :
? Correlations of Cognitive Style Measures with Errpges
Correctly T ifﬁed as a Functidn of High and Low Described
Job Stfuctural'Attributes (Attribute, Description Scalej by
‘ Cohdition and by Hour
- Errors Errors Errors Errors
Correctly Correctly Correctly Correctly
Identified Identified Identified Identified
(Total) (Hour One) (Hour Two) (Hour Three)
High Condition =~ .
‘ .
Described as High® . .28 .28 .40 -.02
Rod-and-Erame Test a .
Described as Low -.49 -.25 -.62* -.01
N #
Described as High@® -.06 .29 -.21 -.58*%*
: Embedded Figures Test '
(Reciprocal) .
Described as Low? -.45 - =.43 -.26 -.43 .
. Low Condition
3
- . Described as Highb -.33 -.26 -.17 -.50
Rod-and-Ffame Test . .
Described as Low® ~.01 .00 -.17 .12° ‘
Described as High®  ~.04 .08 -.07 ~-.38
‘ Embedded Figures Test ) '
: (Reciprocal) } ' ““
Deséribed as Low® -.04 -.16 .02 -.02
'm a {l_ = 15, ' 3
- b= 1g, e P
©n=16. . o ¢
* E‘-.OS. Ea . ‘ t
i # Correlation coefficients significantly different from
X -

each other for those descnibing the b as high versus low (p<.01).

b “




Table 49

- -‘ @,
Correlations of Cognitive Style Measures'«wlth Average Tim
s

BetwWeen Jobs as a Function of Hig#.and Low Desc;ibed
v . Structural Attributes (Atlrinte Description Scale)
By Condition and ﬁy Hour L

lx~ i v ’ x

-

. Avepage Average

Tipe " Time
Per Job Per Job Job Per Job
= - . (Totdl). (Hout One) (Hour .Two) (Hour Three)
High Condition ‘ . ///2///
Described as High?®. .07 .~ -.07. .23 . = .30 .
Rod-and-Frame Test ) I .
- Described as Low® o ~Ta . --10 Co-.14 =,11.
, Described as Higﬁgl -.28 ~.18 -.20 -1 34
Embedded Figures Test . o - .
(Reciprocal) " a . / . o
" Described as Low- 718 A3 .07 0 19
o . . . : .

Low Condition ’ :/<;‘ \
De$cribed as HighP .04 o1 .07 - =01
Rod-and-Frame Test - + . ?
Described a5 Low® .26° L74%Ex 32 .05
Described.as High® .06 .14 .-.05 -.02

Embedded Figures Test
(Reciprocal) . . .
< Described aS'LoWQ_ .22 o .36. . .43 « 04 o

v
L
H

i ] ‘ & n =15,

.o

a bn=14. ) .

Cn 16.

N

.7 x%x pec00l. o
v . + Correlation coefficients §ignificantly‘aifferént'from .

each other for those describ%pé/;he jbb as high Versgs low (p<«.05). .

~

-
’
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across conditions’for'the.Embedded Figures Test. In the low
condition, the more field-independént fndividuél performed better
in terms of the quantity of his output, while this pattern was .

reversed in® the high conditior. The reveé¥rsal is not easily - )

explainable since no clear reason exists to believe that indi- )

-

viduals, when performihg identical tasks, will show reversed

«

aptitude-performance patterns across conditions. One possible
explanatibn'might lie in the nature of the field-dependence/

, field-independence construct. In the high condition, the sub-

jects were specifically tgld that the tagk was one which takes

4

into account a number of attributes which many people typically

see as very desirable. It is quite possible that the more

~ -

suggestible field-dependent people were more fully convinced

that these attrlbutes were present in the hlah manipulation

and that they therefore responded‘dlfferently to the task
relatlve_to their ;1eldk1ndependent counterparts. In contrast,
field-independeﬁt partinpants may have failed to expend‘aé » .
muqh‘effqrt'since they may not-have been as convinced of the l

L

importance and the benefits to be gained from performing well.

The same reversal is found if we compare the Embedded

figures Test scores for the high and low condition With>average
* - , —)
time per job as the-criterion. Again, we have ‘extremely strong

felatiqnéhips'in the-.expected direction in the low condition,

.

e . . ‘
but the reverse association in ‘the high condition running counter )

';o the hypothesized relationship between the specific cognitive

v . - ! - \ -

. style aptitude and performance. ~ ~ -

< » s Nl P

. . ~ L * o




.The self-orientation scale of the Orientation Inventory .

was strongly related to average time per job. Those with the

-

higher self-orientation took longer to complete the job (were

least effective) in.the low condition only. This may mean that

-

‘in the lOWIEonEition, where individyals were specifically told.

£y

that the job did not entail responsjibility, feedback, and learn-

-
! 4 . -

£ng new skills, inddividuals with high self-orientation felt no

. - '
. .

R _ T )
compulsion to.attempt to do the job well. A moderate significant !

relationship alsg existed in the low conditionbetween the . © .
- :

~ \\ ' . . ’1‘ . hd ‘. ®
irteraction o¥:éntation and the average' time taken’td’complete
¢ ‘ N4 ~ .
o TR bs indicating that those with higher interaction orienta-_

’
-

Ct ©otion :ére those who performed better on the tasky* This finding -

is rens easily explalned in terms of the constructs, but may be

.
r

2 I.nction of the 1psat1ve nature of, theaOrlentatlon Inventory

- . ) ' * =

! Vumerous significant relatlonshlps ex1sted with learnlng new

sv.1lls throughout these results. Preference fér learning new

[ X . < "

SklllS, Forrexample, qu associated Wlth both less time.péer

job and more jObS completed in the low condgtlon It is —,
. | - '
noss1ble that part1c1pantsf w1th-llm1ted percelved(oppOrtunity

3 ponrs

E to learn néw skllls, proceé&ed forward rapldly giving little

attention to trying to learn from the process they were involved

’ 'in.’ A second plaus1ble explanatlon for the rapid work speed of-
- le - : Pl

these 1nd1v1duals maylle in, the superlor ab;lltles of those

part1c1pan§s who expressed'a preference far learnlng new SklllS..
- N . - . ’ - -

Pindings indicate that these student subjectslyere both higher in

-

general in;ellectual ability;and more field-independent than

their peers. Both of these_general and.specific abilities have ~

L] . ¥ N .
- . P4 B
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- . J
been shown earlier to substantively relate to performance

t

quantity. - S -

) Described job structural attributes also were found'to

relate io performance outcom?s and satisfaction. 'fﬁe greater

the amount of attributes described to be. part bf the t;sk, the
uvmore satisfaction partiéiéants tended té express. It is alsb

interesting to note thét.the'smaller the absplutedifferences
. ' e .
betmeeﬁ described and preferred job attributes, the greater
N . ) -

the satisfaction of the participants. Evidence indicates that

the presence of learning-new skills is particudlarly consequential

to these outcomes. . N .

Tz

o

Described féedback_wa§ also seen to be ‘significantly related

to task outcomes. In the low condition, those who described
the job as having the gréatest amount'bf feedback worked the

»

., slowest on the average. Since no feedback was present in this

4
/

treatment, their descriptions of the task as high in this at-
tribute may be indicative of a lack,of understanding of the task
-which also lead to their poorer performance. S

Descriptions of +the manipulated constructs, ncluding

" tearning new skills, can also be related to the ﬁesmén genefal
- .;intelffgence scores. Consjistent significant negatiwg rélation-
.‘ships indicate that the méreiintelligent partieipants were® ‘.
" . ledst.likely to perceiyve the task as pp;sessiég'ﬁhe—mani;hlatea.

» - “

job-structural attributes. As would be “expected, this rela#ion--
- . « % . v . - 3

3 PESREY »

”
3

) / : F . '
v ship was strongest ipm, the low.condition.. In deneral. it.appears
S ong f : . R

o ~ .

. B & — - .
that ‘those people who were brighter did not believe that the jobs

4

had the attributes of learning new skills; feedback, and’;esponsi- i

’ -

1
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bility. This may be becauseqtney carrectly perceived the tasks.

*

Alternatively, the obtained relationshipi;;ay have rgsu;tedlfrom
n

- a contrast effect. This latter explanat seems viable if orie
. ' ¢

assumes that more intelligent people are typically involved -in -
" more demanding, enriched tasks and used these as their standards
when judging thé laboratory jobs.

It appears that participants may have turned out less o

A
work when the types of-rewards they desired were not provided. .

— Fof/examole, in the nonenrlcged 1ow condltlon, th63e~des¢ri“”’

S 4 .

recognltlon, as measured by the Job Orlentatlon Inventory,

tended to take thé longest average time per job and égzziiii;:;__,_—_______

the fewest tasks. Similarly, those high condition partici- - : \

pants_indicating the highest orientation toward pay also tenfied
’ T . . .ot ] .
to. produce the least amount of work. , ,—4——"”J
. , ’ ] .

Data sﬁpporting the Carlson et al. (1969) theory of ability
s : .

to performaneé correlations as’ mediated By saCisfaction scores - s
, . . . ' L »M' : ,
" . was obtafned for this : = majority of the comparf@bns i}

14

¢ acros<e high and-low sat%sﬁaﬁtion\groups are consistent with -
the Carlson et al.,{1969) findings that abi;ity—performance
correlations are stronger for highly satisfied individuals.

Recognizing the iﬁportanceeof satisfaEtden in mediating

) ‘ ~

ability-performance relationships, an attempt was made to

. ’

L)

more precisely specify task characteristics which could be

’

emplqyed to, achieve cdkpirable/outcomes. The results seem

to indicate that dividing participants in terms of their

/

descriptions of the job structural attributes possessed by : //

.

~, ' tasks alsdﬁbrovides a strong médIEfT6ﬁ’6f/abflity-performance

~ - -
” ’ ?
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.

relationships. Theséffindingg make it,possible to employ moré'

ral,. in
attempting to identify those ‘characteristics to be employed in

examing ability-performance associations.

\ . o R - . . . )
specific task attributes, versus satisfaction in gene

»
.

This study has demonstrated the strong interactive effects

.

3

of perceivéd task characteristics and individual differences in

abilities and preferences on performance and task satisfaction.

§ , :
A wide range of individual characteristics, as measured in this

study, clearly needs to be considered by both researchers and

.

practitioners during future job design investigations.

.

L
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Appendix A ) . .

Task Procedure Booklet
. ) - %
GENERAL EQUIPMENT INSTRUCTIONS

The task you are to perform:.is a simulation of maintenance

work on complex electronics eguipment. Your duties and

I

functions will be similar to those Of an Aviation Electronicsd

Equipment Maintenance Specialist. The tésk consists of locating .

needed repairs by isolating defects in computer test runs of L

- -

comglex electronics equipment. Emphasis in this type of work

is on identifying probleh areds so that modules can be replaced

rather than on the actual replacement which is accqmplished by

'

others substitutiny new parts for the units you indicaté are )

@ =

defective. Your job consists of working through several stages

4

. "~ of.diagrostic information beginning with the detection of

4

géeneral problem symptoms.and ending wiﬁh the location of the. 7
most bpasic circuit(s) resporjgible for the maifuﬁbtioning‘of

the equipment. o ’ .

The éémputer test runs of, the equipment for which you

’ * -~mave special expertise are in the form of card decks. The

.
~

first yellow card in each deck contains an identification
number. Each deck is divided into four parts: a yellow
"Job Identification Card,” a green "Malfunction Symptoms

Section,"” a white "Components Section," and a blue "Circuits

v .
1] . 4 < -

S8ection.’
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- High Job Structural Attribute Condition
Four different kinds of electronics equipment.have been ]

simulated using computer card decks. You will concentrate

your work on one of these equipment types so that you'can

fully understand how it operates and the wide variety of mal-

functions which are common to it. The-existence of this diver-

sity fortunately makes your job potentially more interesting.

>

The nature of the simulated equipment on which you will be
» . .

working and the source of each individual job is specified on

the yellow. "Job Identification Card" located at the- front of

.

every deck.

¢

As time passes,qyou will probably. find this maintenance

task gets easier as you learn the problem’ solving skills it

requires. For many. of you, this job will provide a unique , \
o ?

opportunity to learn'a valuable systematic approach to problem
. . 4 N . . . /

AN M

solving. We .believe the skills that 'you will\igfrn can be

generalized to other areas of your life and shoula\make yoeu-

more effective in solying problems which are of importance to .
. " \ -

~ N ..
you personally. “

"After training, you will have both the expertise and thex\\ \

test equipment heeded to repair all malfunctions in ghe equip- .
- ’ - ¢ ' :
ment you work on. Since you will have the ability to finish.

tﬁq whole job from beginning to end, you will be fully respon-

.

sible for whether malfunctions are.correcteé, enabling the X

sjmulated equipment to function properly wher it is- testéd .
/ i b 1] .
after repair operations are completed. -

~
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Low Jéb Structural Attribute Condition
- Although equipment aecgs are presented to you in their
entirgty) your job consists of diagnosinq problems in those
areas for which you have special expertise. The equioment
:areas for which you are respong“Bﬁe are de51gnated by the Com-

ponent Letters printed on the first card of your pink "Eguipment
) ]

Test Deck.” You always do the samej job folliowing the ééhe

-2
S

routine methods.

N

. Unfortunately, because the f%utlne *epetltlve nature of

-
this task is probably unllke any that you w1ll be involved in

s again, we reallze that you w1ll.learn little here which will

be useful to you in your personal tife.' It'is.probable that ) *
. . / .
-you already possess the basic skills required to perform this

job and need only to become familiar with the repetitive pat-

v ) I
e
’ -

terns involved. , . ‘ ,

Even when you have correctlytcompléted the work- on your ,

section of a piece of equipmént, it is unfortunately still not

e -

79:@551b1e for you to know if it has been restored to>work1ng

»
order since a probl@m mge ex1st in another area of spe01a11-'

M

zatigon. Because of this, you are only partlally responsible

for whether equipment. functions correctly after you have

¢

*finished work on it. . .
k] -

Your performance will be evaiuated in terms of the quantity ,.

o . - -~ . e

. [ .
Qnd quality of your work. The most serious. and costly error

-

\ 4

yQifh ekists in an equipment deck. .

L]
-
D
<
7
/

\\\\\\ you can make is failing to detect a malfunct¥oning element- .
DA . ‘ . . X ‘
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your work relatlve to the perfopmance of others on fh1s job. .

L4

'ing defective circuits have been identified. You will then be

.the total equlpmegt deck fupctlons properly-after work 1is com-

‘
.
.
[S ) . Y
»

¢

Errors in your work will also be recorded (1) if you

-

repori as m@lfunctioniné elements which are in good working
order, (2) 'if you return an equipment deck to the finished Sobs‘

table with its elements out of the correct numeric working
4 - .o .

order, or (3)” if you writ® down the errors that you find in such
", . PR . ¢

an illegible fashion that they cannot be interpreted and acted
upon by the parts'replacemeqt expert.
digh Job Structural Attribute Condition

- As soon as all maintenance work is completed, the jobs you

have worked on will be tested to determine if previously exist- '

- o, N

3 . .
given feedback information regarding the amount and quality of

Low Jok tructural AttSLbute Condltlon >

-

Unfortunately,” the time recuired. to test all the equipment
decks you work on and-évaluate the results of the repairs you
Q

suggest is such that it will notrbeiha51ble to give you feed-

back regarding your pefformance. ﬁAlthough we can determine 1f

pleted by all specizlists, it is difficult to identify which of
yeu 1s at fault if it does not operate. Therefore, we will not
“ 3

be able to give you 1nformat10n regardlng the success of yqur .
. ] -~
1nd1v1dual efforts. '
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All equipment decks will have the elements in the right

- Ld

working order when presented to you Jobs to be completed ¢
should always be worked on in.the exact numeric order in which
théy are presented to you. Speoifically, you should work first
on the job which'islclosest to you on the "Jobs %o be Completed
Table” to your right. -

. Low Job Structural Attrlbute Cond’tlon

When equipment decks are presented to you, they will some-

times contain message cards inserted in a vertical position.-

These cards indicate which other specfallsts have previously

worked on each job. -Please leave these cards in the equlpment

decks as you find tqem since they provide a list of the spe- .

N .

c1allsts that havé previously worked on a job and a partial

retord of results found up to that point.

If you nust, forﬂemergéncy reasons, leave the room at any

‘.

time, please press the Eumber 4. button on the Response Button
Console mounted on the-wall before leaving your work station. .

When ,you refurnr please again press the number 4 button before

.resuming work. : ‘ . o o
< y ’ . ' PR 4

Several times during you work here, the experimenter will

hand you a sheet with "Tlme Estlmatzon" written 1n blg letters
A -t (3%

at the top. .When-thls happens, you should immediately press

. ¢

the HUmberﬂt button or your Response Buttqn Conﬂile, read the

1nstructlons provided, and fill 'in the requested information.

When_ you have completed’filling ouf this sheet, return~it to

,the experimentés, agaln press the number 4 button on your

.
. ‘- -

Response Button Console, and resume work on your current job
; Py
where you left off. . .

.
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Appendix B - s
Summary of Analysis of Variance for
Average Time Per Job as a Function of
gob Structural Attribute Condition and Hours' ‘
Sour;e of Yariation . df ’ Ss MsS F
Total , 179  7401132.49 ,
Between Subjects (S) 59  5449640.75 '
Treatment Condition (C) 1 . 90602.75 90602. .98
S within C g 58 5359038.00 92397.
Within S ’ 120 1951491.74
- Hours (H) | 2 28625.30 14312, .89 . ;
C x H 2 72817.44 36408. 2.28
S x H within C 116  1850049.00 - 15948.
Suﬁmary of Analysié of Varianée for - -

-

‘- Errors Correctly Identified as a function of
Job Structural Attribute Condition and Hours “

” I3

- Source of Variation af'  _  ss MS F
Total . 179 244.6567 o |
Between Subjects (S) 54 131.9322 . s‘
) Tfeat;ené Condition (C) 1. - 0451 ‘ . -0451 T .ol ‘
' S within C 58 13i.q871 2.2739 .
Within S e 120 112.7245 ' 'f R
‘Hours (H) a 2 L3747 .1874 .19
‘exH 2 .3792 .1895 ' .19
“"8'x H within c 116  111.9706 L9653, . o,

ot

.. -_—

\ v ‘ 103 .




appendix C :

Correlation Matrix of Criterion Measures

For the High Treatment Condition?

Average
. Number Average ~Time ) Errors
of Jobs Time Between Correctly
Completed Per Job Jobs Identified
N . c. 4
Average Time -.97%xx% )
Per Job ‘ . . .
. . ‘ ! ’
Average Time - = .14 -.2
Between Jobs . . " .
Errors Correctlj -.33 .31 S -.27
Identified" ’ . i
Work Satisfaction .21 - .26 .15 -.37% )
»
a8 n = 30.
* p<.05. ’ Lo )
*** p<.001. - ' -
: Correlation Matrix of Criterion Measures .
For the Low Treatment Condition?
, . Average “'
Number , Average ' Time Errors
" I of Jobs - Time Between  Correctly
. . . Completed Rer Job Jobs Identified
4 .r v
Average Time =.95%k* .
" Pper Job
‘ s ) N
‘ Average Time . -.06" .08
.. Between Jobs : .
Errprs.Correctly ' -.26 .22 .28, ' T
Identified . ,
. work Satisfaction - .08 | -.06 ~.28 ~.26
\ L]
. a n = 30. . - Yy ' >

*%X% p~ 001,

- *




- Appendix D -
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. :
"Correlation of Attribute Description Scales (ADS) with
< -

Biographical Information by Condition@

Attribute Description Scale

Biographical . Learning L
Inventory Responsibility New Skills Feedback

Scale: :

Career Motivation . - N '
High Condition .33° v 437 L 40% ‘
Low Condition .09 - .15 .24

Pérsonal Relations ' N ‘

High Condition .55%*%* .03 -.02
Low Condition .19 . =.10 .03

Personal Effort

High Condition .1Y .11 -.25
Low Condition .32 .20 . - .33,
et . . v . -
Self-Confidence . r
High Condition .18 .00 ' .07
Low Condition. .06 - - -.16 -.03 -.
. n = 30 for each group. . % "
, ) .
p <.05. ~ -
' %
- ** p<.0l. .
" \ ~ ' . 1
//— ) ‘ “

.. 103
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.‘ » . : . \
/ Correlations or Attribute Description Scales with
- N . N a S
) The Survey of Work vValues by Condition '
’ . L . ' “ v
= Survey of Attribute Description Scale -/ ' .
Work - : ¥
values d Learning . .
Scale: 7, Responsibility New Skilld | Feedback Total "
’ Earnings . : . AP ’ “ .
High Condition .06 .37% -228 .16
. Low ‘Condition  .30- -.03 .01 + .31

: Socialysgatus . ] . ¢
ﬂigh\Condition 19 S Vs 37% CL 42
Low\Conditionl .17 ~.23 -.i9 ~.04

Upward Striving
High Condition .22 14 .05 .19
" Low Condition .1l ~.18 ~.09 .10
-—Acti%ity Preference .
High Condition .08 20 .10 13 -,

Low Condition =-.07 -.09 -.17' -.07

‘Job Involvément

High Condition .02 T . -0l 11
Low C6néition \—.22 , ' :.24 | -.24 u :.26 ’ )
Pride in Work ' ‘ \
' * .. High Condition .10 .08 .02 . .09
* Low Conditi?n -.22 . -.24 -.33 -.33
Int&insic,"
High Condition .09 ‘ .14 / .05 :14
' Low Condition =-.22, -.25 -.32 -.28 '

- .
v
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

, i . et 96 "
Vo kS * ¢
’ “ s - i + ’ .
(C'on.tinuc.ad) o Cies .
Sg;\};’ey of : “Attribute Description Scale ' "' . B ’
Values ; Learning . N U N
- Scale: Responsibility-New Skills - Feedback Total "« - .- 7
- ‘ v ‘"‘ i - Tt L ) ) o
. Extrinsic , : . ) T o I ’
High Condition- .16 T 49%x /‘ (02 . 3787 -
+ - v - i
) Low Condition .28 -.14 -.09; .17
a ) e : ) " -
'n =" 30 for  each group.
'* p<&.05. & -
*% p< 01, . . ’
+ Correlation coefficients,significantly different from each,
"oj:her for the two tasks (p ¢ .05‘) .’ : -
‘ | ’ ¢ .
oo ’ - ’
3 M ’ r
- /k 3 . /
. / ' 7 N ‘. .
T Ay N 10'7 . . o
i
. o . e
O .
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7 ‘ / . \ .
) ' N . d v ’ 3
< _ Corrgﬁations of Attribute Description Scales with N

, L Job- Orientation Inventofy Scales by Condition? ' 2
Lt - Job. ‘ o ’ Attribute Description Scale !
0rientat106 ¢ Learning - N - ;
. Inventory pesponsibility New Skills Feedb;%k Total 1
+ . Scale: . . ’ v P
. ¥
.‘ [ o N v ’
' . e » < SN
f Achievement . . .
J7 ST High condition, .24 . .46 T .30 L4gx*
.. .-+ Dbw Condition -.02 - § = -.30 -.30 - -.19
”/.."’ .- ‘ : s ‘ ," - “ *
, Ve . Responsibitity . : .
- . - ’ . .
B _‘\ . ‘r‘s . - - - . .
. ' _.High Condition .08 S .28 .23 -
L LT E;, Low Condition .04 -:16 ] T ~.06 -, 11 (’/
N . s . , » . .
£ . ‘, <. G;‘_Owth” . :‘{:'t" s . . ' o
coL e LU e . o . i ~y
. % . 'High.Condition'-.25" : , v .06 .36% - . .06
o u . ‘o 'A "' B ‘1‘. . :. f ) , . . . # a
e Low Cendition .~.38* ~ - . -,38% ' -.35 . ~.44%*
' .. " Recognition . - .. .. C ) . -
. ° High Condition .27° ‘- .39% -.05 - .32 )
. * P 'f,‘ N .;/,b . * . » ¥ g . - .,
* . ,; Low Condition®' .08. ' -. 7 .19, ‘ .35 . 15 ,
v, , Status' - | . - AR . L 3 ' N
o T Vo . ® ) - . ) K . [ - .
ngh gondltion JB53** . 7 085" . .26 .32 s,
' - Low Condition .17 ' " .. .-.19 .  -.09 L=k e
.. Interpersonal Relations ‘- T L e : o ..
' High Conditidon~-.07 . . ~.21 - .21 Joo-0e
) Low €ondition  -.04 . - . .21 ' .35 . .08
¢ T s . - "‘a g : . 4 \
Pay . ‘ ’ T ‘
% . - ' N . _
High Condition -.17 .-l . =.29 ‘ -.261%
. . low Condition -.05 W ~-.18 o-lI5 -.02 .
..‘ » . B 4_
, o/ .
. ! . R N . .
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“ « ]
(Continued) ' .
Job , ’ Attxibute,Descrfbtion Scale
°  Orientation R : - . .
Inventor RPN Learning ..
' X Y Responsibility New Skills Feedback -Total |,
Scale: .- ] . _ .
‘e i ...
Job Security . . o . - «
‘High Condition -.07 . -.30 -.63*% -.41F ™
: Co e + : IR oL
. Low Condition- -.25 .. T.39* -.02 -.05
‘Family . . ) X . ®
- High Gondition -.07 . .28 . ..20 21
. . & . . . 4 ~
. ~ Low Condition , .32 .28 L. -.24 L48%% . .
Hobbies- s ' ' ,
. High Condition .28’ L= 52%% - 413 -.56%%%
- : + . +
Low Condition .06 -10 - Lol. .06 °
- g
' & n = 30 for each group. ’ - o .
.Qorreiation coéffidients'éignificantly different from zero: —
A . . * p<l05. . r 3 ‘ _

** p .01,

N
s

*** p'e .001. - ‘
Correlation coéfffcientq‘sighificantly different’from each .

~

¥ other. for the two conditions:

+ g<<.dl:4\

?_Q<:.05.
Y . , oo




Appendix E

I

Correlations of Absolute Value of the Difference of
" Attriibute Descrip%ion Scale Minus Attribute

Preference Scale with Biographical Information by Condition®

. .

: 5
Biocgraghical Difference Score
AInventeory ' Learning
Scale: Responsibility New Skills Feedback Total
‘ Career Mqﬁivatian ' -
High Condition -.14 -.36% -.41% -.50%%
Low Condigion q-.18 -.lOI -.14 -.20
Personal Relations .
High Condition -.15 .00 . =07 -.09
~ Low.Condition .20 |21 —oa 19
Personai Effo;t ' )
High Conéition :.14 -.11. .30 .03
b Low Condition .05~ ) ;lb N -.35 -.07
Self-Confidence Tt ’ ‘
. High Condition -.49+* Lo -.24 -.22
Low Condition .05 ‘ .16 . -.19 .04
a n = 30 for each ggoup.- . e,
* p<.05. . ’ s
**' p < 01, - |

110
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Corrélations of Absolute Value of the Differences of

~

.
-

Attribute Description Scales Minus Attribute Preference Scale

With the Job Orientation Inventory Scales by Condltloné

Difference Score

Job .
Orlentatloﬂ . .
Inventory o Learning
Scale: Responsibility New Skills Feedback Total
Achievement
- Hich Condition -.38%* -.49%* -.20 -.57***
- , + £ E
Low Condition .19 .55%* .08 45% |
Responsibility . s
High Condition -.18 -.05 - .38* -.29
18w Condition -.08 .08 -.23 -.08
Growth .
High Condition ..16 -.03 -.33 -.13
+ +
Low Condition: -.05% .58%xxx% .19 L46%*
Recognition - -
. . . ) S .
High Condition -.18 -.43* .28 -.21
Low Condition -.07 .42+ -.02 -.30
Status :
High Condition! -.15 .04 -.43% -.24
Low Condition =-.07 L .42 -.02 -.30
Interpersonal .
Relationships
High Condition -.05 .21 -.10 .08
Low Condition .06 -.22 -.27 -.21
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(Contiﬁued)f
gg?eﬁﬁation ' ‘ Difference Score ]

" Inventory ’ o Learning ' . ‘ . .
Scale: Responsibility New Sxills - Feedback ‘Total
Pay‘ l )

High Condition .26 _ .09 o Lder .33

Low Condition 27 .07 . . .15 .22
Job éecurity. . . | -.tf

High Condition .30 ;.23 "} sexx L 54x+

Low Condition .40 —.29 ‘ .30 11
family ‘ ' -

High- Condition .10 -.24 -.16 -.21

Low Condition -.24 | -.14 -.14 " -.25
HogbieE ' )
" High Condition:-.02 . a8**x . .24 o 45

Low condition l:lgg‘ ¢ 2ol -0l .06

- @ n = 30 for eac;\;;Bup< c . . .
. \

Correlation coefficients s;gnificantly different from zero:

+ -
?

* 241.0;. ' *
** pL .01,
- p<.00l. ' .
Correlation coefficieﬂts significantly differert from each
otHer for tge two conditions:
+ 25<.05..

4 p<.001.

-




